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mistaken, and so they are but like the virtuoso’s solution of a 
phzenomenon, which, notwithstanding all his philosophic fancy 
and fine hypothesis, never was in nature. Monsieur de Meaux 
must better prove to us the practice of the Church for com- 
munion in one kind, than he has yet done, before he establishes 
such principles, by which such a practice may be made out ; 
for whatever the principles be, as long as the practice is false, 
‘the principles will not make it true. And since I have so 
largely proved that communion in both kinds was the practice 
of the Primitive and the whole catholic Church for above 
twelve hundred years, and have disproved all the instances of 
de Meaux to the contrary, so that no manner of question can 
be made of the truth of this matter of fact, unless where, as 
de Meaux says, ‘‘ passion makes prevaricated persons undertake 
and believe any thing :”’* I have sufficiently answered that 
art of de Meaux’s book, wherein the strength of the whole 
ies, and that which is the ground and foundation of all the 
rest being destroyed, the other falls of itself; I might there- 
fore spare myself the trouble of examining the principles which 
de Meaux lays down, as the reasons of the Church’s practice; for 
if the practice of the Church be against him, the reasons of that 
practice will be so too, and I may turn those upon him as I have 
done the other. His third principle, which is the most considera- 
ble, and “‘which alone,” he says, “ carries along with it the deci- 
sion of this question,”’t namely, “that the law ought to be ex- 
plained by constant and perpetual practice,” this is wholly for us, 
who are assured that we have theconstant and perpetual practice 
of the Church for so many ages for the communion in both 
kinds: and therefore, though the law of Christ, which is so 
clear in itself that it needs nothing to explain it, be the main 
thing upon which the decision of this matter depends, yet the 
tradition and practice of the Church is a farther confirmation 
of the law to us, and we shall be willing to join with de Meaux 
in whatever he can say for tradition, provided it be so certain, 
and general and authentic, as we have proved it to be for com- 
munion in both kinds, and provided that it do not destroy a 
plain law of Christ, nor make void the commandment of God, 
which we can never believe that an universal tradition of the 
catholic Church ever will do. What a vain and empty 
flourish some are used to make with the name of tradition and 
the Church, I have shewn in this question of the communion 
in one kind, in the managing of which, I have, as de Meaux 
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ent 
down to justify his pretended tradition, may without that, 

irae cierety themselves, carry a seeming plausibleness, 
if not real strength in them, to defend the communion in one 
kind from those difficulties, under which, as he owns, it 
labours, and which he would willingly take off from it : I shall 
in the last place consider, all those principles and 
from reason, which are laid down by him to this purpose. 

His first principle is this : “‘ that in the administration of the 
sacraments we are obliged to do, not all that Jesus Christ 
hath done, but only that which is essential to them.” This 
we allow, and this principle, as he says, is without contest : 
no Chureh, nor no i did ever think themselves 
obliged to all those circumstances with which Christ cele- 
baptism, Chis himel di not perfor, bu oly command that 

st ist hii ‘id not perform, but 
moe I cannot think oe onde a ae should pro- 
pose this for a rule, as de Meaux charges him,+ “ to do univer- 
sally all that Jesus Christ did, in such sort, that we should 


all circumstances he observed, as being of absolute 
necessity.” What, to do it only at night, after supper, 
and in an upper room, and the li could never enter 


into man’s head of common understanding, much less 
prea ere, ee er They who are so 
Teeter pithy pees probably used it 
are disputes about it) at his paschal , though 
ihe wa ly by aedent 70d tot ak Re 
inquire what was the particular sort of wine which he blessed 
gave his disciples, nor think themselves obliged to celebrate 
pele that, which yet they might do with as much reason ; 
though the ing water into the wine, which was very 
ancient, and used very likely by the Jews and others in those 
hot countries, is not remarked in the first institution; yet I 
know none that make any great scruple at it: as to the pos- 


the stiffest contenders in that, have not thought it to 
keep exactly to the same in which Christ and the Apostles 
received it at first, which was discum! 3 if these cir- 


cumstances indeed had been commanded, as a great many 
* P. 254. + P. 349. 
B2 
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Christ blessed the bread or the wine; with other one 
more or less than twelve men; in another posture than of 
lying, and in another place and time, and the like: he that: 

not plainly see those to be cireumstances, and cannot 
easily distinguish them from the thing itself which Christ did 
and commanded to be done, must not know what it is to eat and. 
to drink, unless it be with his own family, in such & room of 
his own house, and at such an hour of the day ; it is certainly 
as easy to know what Christ instituted, and what he com- 
manded, as to know this, and consequently what belongs to 
the essence of the sacrament, without which it would not be 
such a sacrament as Christ celebrated and appointed, as to know 
what it is to eat and to drink; and yet Monsieur de Meaux* 
is to make this the great dificulty, “to know what 
belongs to the essence of the sacrament, and what does not, 
and to distinguish what is essential in it from what is not.” 
And by this means he endeavours to darken what is as clear 
as the light, and so to avoid the plainest institution and the 
clearest command: “The institution,” says he, “does not suffice,, 
since the question always returns to know what appertains to 
the essence of the institution, Jesus Christ not having distin- 
guished them. Jesus Christ instituted this sacrament in the 
evening, at the beginning of the night in which he was to be 
delivered, it was at this time he would leave us his body given 
for us: does the time or the hour then belong to the institu- 
tion? Does this appertain to the essence of it? And is it not 
as plainly and evidently a circumstance, as night or noon is a 
circumstance to eating and drinking? Does the command of 
Christ, Do this, belong to that or to the other circumstances of 
doing it, when the same thing, the same sacramental action, 
may be done without them? Is not this a plain rule, to make 


* P. 239, 257, 349. 
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a distinetion between the act itself, and the circumstances of 


it? Because there were a great many things done 

Jesus Christ in this m Peal po ab ballots ont 
selves obliged to do : seipey aici 

upon a bed, and the like, aris are not prope ogy due 


Oust ho manch ga circ eso oat the hing 
done, was taking bread and wine, and Teatieead 
buting them : therefore Christ’s bron Prec Sie es this) 
belong no more to ang oa drinking, than it does to 
those other circumstances, with which he 
performed those ? Is drinking as much a circumstance as doing 
it after supper? If it be, Ceeaug aay yg: Monsieur 
de Meaux is ashamed to say this, but yet it is what he aims at ; 
for else the cup will necessarily appear to belong to the sacra- 
ment as an essential, and consequently an indispensable part 
of it ; and this may be plainly known to be so from the words 
of Christ and from Scripture, without the help of tradition ; 
that also, as I ve shewn, does fully agree with those, 
Be ty soa plains mets neshirts Gir oes? eating and 
drinking are so plainly the essential part of the sacrament, 
and so clearly distinguished from the other circumstances in 
Scripture, that St. Paul eyes of those without an: 
regard to the other: “The cu essing which we bless, is it 
not the communion of the ised ot of Christ?”* «The breadwhich 
we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ? For 
as often as ye eat this bread and drink this cup ye do shew 
the Lord’s death till he come.”+ Se reontet ¢ shall eat this 
bread and drink this cup of the Lord unworthi iy —Let - 
man examine himself, EY so let him eat of that 
drink of that cup ; for he that eateth and drinketh—.” So na 
hhe must be wilfully blind, who cannot see from Scripture what is 
essential to this sacrament, from what is not. But Monsieur 
de Meaux thinks to find more advantage in the other sacrament 
of baptism, and therefore he che nits upon that under 
this head, and his design is to out that immersion or 
ph under water, seca ae EY yy the word bap- 
tize, “in which,” he tells us, “the whole world agree,t and that 
this is the only manner of baptizing we read of in the Seri 
tures, and that Seaman hed acts of Councils, and 
ancient Rituals, that for thirteen hundred years the w1 


* 1 Cor. x.16, + 1 Cor. xi. 26, 27, 28, 29. +P. 168. 
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Church baptized after this manner,as much as it was possible.””* 
If it be so, then it seems there is not only Scripture but tradi- 
tion for it, which as ae rons ene he takes so much 
pains to establish ; and what then we have to say to the 
Anabaptists, to whom de Meaux seems to have given up that 
cause, that he may defend the other of communion in one 
kind; i Ta es Sa aan sence 
to baptism, as eatit drinking to the I's supper: 
He aettare and traction be both so fully for it, Tinae iat 
what can be against it; but de Meauxt ‘knows some gentlemen 
who sewer hing Ba pee plesere them. aa Lat present a 
transports them, being pressed e objection, 
Sidhon ae tether wi I ; aa 
‘ithout mucl ing wi er it agree, lo not say 
truth, but with their own thoughts.” The inetitution of the 
eucharist in bread and wine, and the command to Do this, 
POSE Plone et fo eating end dein lay heavy 
him ; and to ease hi of those, which he could not do, 
if it were always necessary to observe what Christ instituted 
and commanded, he was willing to make baptism by dipping 
to be as much commanded and instituted as this, though it be 
not now observed as necessary, either by those of the Church 
of Rome, or the Reformed. And besides his arguments to 
ae that from Scripture, he makes an universal tradition of 
Church, which he pretends all along in his book, is against 
communion in both kinds, and which is the great thing he goes 
upon, yet to be for this sort of baptism no less than 1300 
ears: so that neither the law in Scripture, nor tradition, as 
it explains that law, is always, it seems, to be observed, which 
is the thing ought openly to be said for communion in one 
kind: “the Seta teal this, and we must not expect 
that an error can be defended after a consequent manner.” 
But is Scripture and tradition both for baptism by immersion 
Surely not ; the word Japtize, in which the command is given, 
sige only to wash in eral, and not to plunge all over, as 
Thaye already shewn in this treatise, § and as all writers agai 
the Anabaptists do sufficiently make out, towhom Ishall refer the 
reader for further satisfaction in that controversy, which it is 
not my business to consider at present; and so much is de 
Meaux out about tradition being so wholly and universally for 
baptism by immersion, that Tertullian plainly speaks of it by 


“P11. + P.299. + Ib, §P. 21. 
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mapa a P 
repentance; and St. Cyrprian, in his epistle to Magnus, de- 
termines, that the mr Pine ited ee pah 
and valid as by immersion, and confirms this by several 
examples and instances of the Jewish purifications,t which 
were only by sprinkling. peta pee se 
nor the quantity, or the sort of water, but only washing 
water, which is essential to baptism and unalterable; and 
so it is not the sort of bread, or wine, or the manner of re- 


sacrament, as much as water is of i Lien Baath 


the other? I confess the ‘word aubifates; whichide Meaux 
Seca rordies rate mada combust es 

nee and so 
Leese petnos ae ei pprisin*¥0: "uo or 


Biaioedvancib ioe Eyres eriaishe bien 
ay nig ein oe sacrament, or to speak more 

and plainly, that make it a sacrament. If de Meaux 
understands nothing else by the substance of the sacrament 


* Omne preterea cunctationis et tergiversationis erga poenitentiam 
be ee ‘Tertul. de Poenit. cap. 6. [p. 124. 
as ecaea tats ia viro voniamn 

poenitentize viro asperginem: ‘cujuslibet 


MstRELC Mp You onsite xxxvi. 25. non erit mun- 
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the oracle of his age,” as he is styled by the translator, but who, 
like the oracles of old, too often les and equivocates, that 
so great a man should not either miilecdiahe or consider 
the plain nature of a sacrament, so as to account the external 


ull, as well as in the cleansing the soul, and we must regard 
the one as well as the other, though St. Peter tells us, “itis not 
the putting away the filth of the flesh, whereby baptism saveth 
us, bat the answer of a good conscience towards God.”§ Yet 
still we are to observe the outward ceremony, and may know 
by another way, namely, from the institution, that that does 
appertain to the substance of it; else with the Quakers and 
Socinians, we may leave off all sacraments, and all the positive 
and outward ceremonies of Christianity, and only ‘d the: 
essential effect and invisible grace of them, which they also 
pretend to have without the visiblesign. As washing with 


L, Venet. 1734.) 
‘De Myst. [In illo sacramento Christus est;_quia corpus est Christi: 


i} ¢ a nostri escam spiritualem 
yerunt, et potum spiritualem biberunt.” yol. 2. p. 341, Par. 1690.] 
De Consee. dist, 2. [vol. 1. p. 1936, 1937. Lugd. 1671.] 
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water does appertain to the substance of baptism, so does 
eating bread and drinking wine ‘in to the substance of 
the eucharist ; and we must tat the whiskers the true 
matter of this sacrament as well as the essential effect of it; 
or else how were the Aquarii that used water, and others that 
used milk, reproved so severely by St. Cyprian and Pope 
Julius, ifthe keeping to the outward elements which Christ 
has instituted and appointed, be not as well to be regarded as 
the inward and essential effect? And if these do not appertain 
to the substance of the sacrament, and could not be easily 
known and distinguished from the other cireumstances of the 
sacrament, by other means than by regard to the essential 
effect, which they might hope to partake of without them. 
De Meaux is so wholly taken up with the essential effect, 
and entire fruit, and the inseparable grace of the sacrament, with 
which words he hopes to blind and amuse his reader, and 
therefore he drops them almost in half the pages of his book, 
that he takes not due care, nor is much concerned about the 
outward and visible part of the sacrament, which he knows is 
so grossly violated, and shamefully ‘led and mutilated in 
his Church; and yet this is so considerable, that it is not a true 
sacrament without it; and Gelasius plainly calls the dividing of 
the outward part of the sacrament, the dividing of the m 5 
and to be plain with him, and to give the killing blow to hi: 
cause, and to all the artificial slights with which he fences and 
defends it, and ashe speaks, ‘for once to stop the mouth of these 
cavillers,” I shall lay down this principle, that the essential 
Atal mater aaa pec seigoween is not ordinarily 
to received or partaken, wit receivi partakin, 
Seca gant daar ae! 
ant z rin— 
ciple, which I have te of before, an shall further 
‘strengthen and confirm, all that he says about receiving the 
, and virtue, and essential effect of the sacrament by one 
nd, will be quite taken off and destroyed. But because this 
is the greatest plea, and the fundamental reasoning which he 
every where uses in his book, I shall therefore fully consider 
it under these two questions : 
1. Whether the same grace, virtue and benefit, do not 
elon tone species, or be not given by one species which is 


2. Whether one species, containing both Christ’s body and 
blood, by the doctrine of transubstantiation, and consequently 
the person of Christ whole and entire by the doctrine of con- 
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are; but since he has thought fit to make them the 
means of conveying those benefits to us, we cannot 
hope for the one without the other; thus we cannot expect 
the virtue and ete eaepasn mitiedethd ery 
of washing, and without observing that in a way as | 
has appointed, i. ¢. washing with water in the name of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; neither can we receive the 
inward grace and virtue of the eucharist, without taking that 
sacrament as Christ hath appointed and commanded it ; for 
all sacraments would lose their worth and value, their esteem 
and reverence, and would not be necessary to be observed 
ing to the Divine institution, if without the observance 
of that we had any just grounds to hope for the virtue and 
Hpedidslecot itm ovtived tx. thovefire ell'the reanon i Chai 
to fear, that God, to preserve the integrity of his own insti- 
tution, and the force and authority of his own laws, will deny 
eres creer virtue of the sacrament to those who 
wilfully vi and transgress the outward observance of it in 
such a way as he eed em nacre ratio 2 
‘inward grace and virtue Seca eae pee 
If he haye, and we do not receive the outward sign as he 
appointed, how can we then hope to receive the inward grace? 
Pe ata Uethat vaakouseneh: atv oatwar ‘ign or ceremony as a 
sacrament, be a means of conveying such spiritual grace and 
virtue, and exhibiting such inward benefits to our minds? It 
is not any ical power, or natural virtue which they have in 


Giiatvers it is not the washing with a little water that can 
cleanse the soul, or the eating a little bread and drinking a 
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little wine, can nourish and strengthen it, but it is the Divine 
power of Christ, who by his institution has given such a 
spiritual and inward virtue to such outward signs and visible 
epnsiaik obibtieg melee cb satan ql ell Bonde 
veying and exhibiti virtue, 

to us; all the power and efficacy they have to do this, is owing 
purely to the Divine institution, and wholly depends upon that ; 
if therefore we do not observe the institution, how can we 
expect the benefit that comes wholly from that? And if 
Christ by the institution has the grace, and virtue, 


we can er any such thing ; it ears from thence 
that nea eosusary  bécanne boliare stints: De Meanx 


should accompany his bloodshed, than that same in the ground 
i i + But 


Christ can annex the virtue of the sacrament to the whole 
sacrament, and not to any part of it, and he can effect that 
the grace of his bod: blood should accompany or belong 
to both the eating his body and drinking his blood, and not to 
the doing one of these without the other, contrary to his com- 
mand and institution ; al the grace be inseparable, so 
that “the grace annexed to the body be no other than that 
which is annexed to the blood ;”t yet this grace may not be 
given till both the body and blood are received, as Bellarmine 
expressly says, “it may not,” in the case of the priests taking 
both kinds,§ “till the whole sumption of both species is per- 
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formed and finished ;” and if it may not be soin the case of 
the priest, why not also in all other communicants, unless 
Christ have made and declared it otherwise, which he has 
not? What will it then signify, if, as de Meaux says, “it be 
impossible to separate in the application the effect of Christ’s 
blood from that of his body :”* if the effect of these be not 
applied till they are both received, and there be no application 
of the effect, as we cannot be assured there is, without the 
receiving of both? But did Christ then, says he, ‘suspend 
the effect which his body was to produce, until such time as 
the Apostles had received the blood,” in the first institution of 
this sacrament, and in the interval between their taking the 
bread and the cup? I answer, they did not receive the grace of 
the sacrament till they had received the whole sacrament, 
because the grace and effect was annexed to the whole, and not 
to any part of it; and therefore the effect may not only be 
suspended till the whole is taken, but even utterly lost without 
receiving the whole. It is a little too nice and curious to 
inquire what are the precise moments in which we receive this 
grace of the sacrament, or any other ordinance, as well as 
what is the particular manner in which we do receive it, as 
whether all at once, or by part, or whether the effect be given 
in such a minute, or suspended till the next? In return to 
. de Meaux’s question, I might as well ask him, whether the 
effect of the body is given when it is just put into the mouth? 
Or when the species is chewed there? Or when it is swallowed 
down and comes into the stomach? Or whether it be sus- 
pended till all this is done? So in baptism, which he will 
needs have to be commanded by Christ, and anciently 
practised, by immersion : was the grace of it given when part 
of the body was dipt, or the whole immerged? And then, 
whether when the body was under water, or when it was raised. 
out of it? And when this was performed by trine immersion, 
as it is commanded in the Apostolic Canons,t was the effect of 
it suspended till the last immersion was over? So in the Jews’ 
eating of their sacrifices, whereby they were made partakers of 
the altar, and had the virtue of those applied to them, as we, 
_ by feeding on the Christian sacrifice do partake of the virtue of 
that, was this done by the first bit they eat of them? Or was 
half the virtue applied when they had eat half? Or was the 
whole suspended till the whole was eaten? By these questions, 
I hope de Meaux may see the vain subtlety and folly of his 


' * P,182, + Canon. 50. [Labbe, Concil. vol. 1. p. 52. Lat. Par. 1671.] 
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own, which he thinks is so much to the purpose, and does the 
business of proving the effect of the sacrament to be given by 
one species, either before or without the other ; when the effect 
depends, besides other things, upon the whole action, and the 
whole performance, and the receiving of both of them. When 
there isa conveyance of a thing by some visible ceremony, 
which consists of several and several actions ; as suppose 
the conveying an estate by deed, there is to be the setting of 
a hand, and the putting of a seal, and the delivery of it, and 
something given and received, as livery and seisin, and the like ; 
all those things which the law requires to be done as a form of 
passing and transferring of aright from one, and receiving it 
by another ; these are all to be done before the thing is truly, 
and legally, and rightly conveyed: the sacraments, he knows, 
are outward tokens and visible pledges, and solemn rites and 
ceremonies of Christ’s conveying, and our receiving his 

and blood, and all the effects and benefits of them, and till 
that the law of Christ appoints to be done in them according to 
his command and institution, be truly and fully 3 we 
do not ordinarily receive, nor can we pretend a right to those 
things which they are designed to convey to us; which I 
think is a plain illustration of the thing, and takes off all the 
vain and nice subtleties of de Meaux about this matter; but 


yet I shall offer something further concerning it. 

First, The grace of the sacrament ‘which God has annexed 
to both, and not to one species, though it be not to be sepa- 
rated, so that one species should have a peculiar and distinct 
virtue proper to that, which does not belong to both of them 
(as there were not two distinct virtues in the sacrifice and the 


virtue by the sacrifice, whose blood was pores out), yet ths 


“virtue” that both, so that we lose nothing by taking one speci 

only,” but that “ communion under one is as good and sufficient 

as under both:” yet this is contrary to the opinion of the learned 

men even of his own Church. Vasquez expressly declares the 

contrary, “ Their opinion,” says he, “seemed always more pro- 

bable to me, who say, that thereis greater'fruit of grace received 
' 


* P.179, 184. P.7, 5,161. 


tele pecertiie tholics, Chat there was mor grace given | 
than b: cone alone; and eee says he, 


useful and beneficial to a Christian, or of some — 
sacramental grace which is given by both species and not 


their 

own tacit paca be leben of some poobbs ae 
By 

one: if it were no more than this, which herded own, a 


“ene ee ea Tb. 
|| Fuit multorum Catholicorum opinio, plus gratise dari per duas species 
per sam tanta § Quam vi gravee referunt tensie_ plate 
‘Tridentino affuerunt, et ideo idem Concilium caute 
ah co nod communioent exb uns tntun speci nalle grat 
item necessari. defrandari. Snares, tom. 3. i Tert. Disp, 63. 
thot ep. 657. col. 1. Venet. 1747.] 
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as the species of bread, for no reason can be imagined why the 
one should give only the necessary grace, and the other only 
the additional. Men must make too bold with the grace of 
God, and the grace of the sacrament, who think to give it as 
they please, and to part and divide it as they think fit, by their 
iptuous and ungrounded fancies, and do not wholly 
Spend pon hs wil aad pleasure for the receiving of it, and 
that way and manner which he himself has appointed. Others 
there are, who though they defend the communion in one kind, 
I ae doubtingly about that question, whether more 
al Sai mes ee tit ee vd tm tet EY 
Salmeron says, “it is a difficult question, because we 

ia noching rom igual Gestiva: bes daca ste 

no truly, question and the reason of it, which is their 
practice, is too late and novel to have any thing produced for 
picinat erg haves “so that those doctors who speak of this 


matter, have various opinions about it.” Some saw there 
was no reason for it, and that it was wie ly precarious and 
ungrounded ; but others eee to defend their 
communion in one kind. ‘owns, that “this 


is not so certain, PA Siete Laer a arincsiaecaee 
Pa ey er tery Pomp 

it ively ani 2 
parse vil se aitae he ek rete ph en, 
warrant from the Council of Trent, or any other. 

Secondly, To make the whole oat and virtue, and entire 
fruit of the sacrament to be given by one species, is to render 
the other wholly useless and superfluous as to the conveying 
any real virtue or benefit to him that receives it. eee 
priest has taken the species of bread, and has by that 
received the whole grace and entire fruit of the sacrament, 
what can he further receive by the cup, and what benefit can he 
bes oy idhead eaipretl no means “ have the effect of the 

body suspended till the blood is received ;””§ though Bellarmine 
Saeriae itsabanldsy but if it be so to the priests, why may 
it not likewise to the people? And if the priests receive any 

* Difficilis sane questio, ex antiquis 

ea aunt Breas gre cae quicquam vix 

OE poepusen Debtors Ani ab Ta sd logunt wane ia aad ce 

sententias. Ib. 


} Hee propositio non est adeo certa—de hfc enim varie sentiunt 
‘Theologi, neque Concilium eam aperte definire videtur. Bellar. de Euch, 
[1 4. ce. 23, ut supra, p. 389. col. 1.] 

§P.3. | De Buch. 1. 4. c. 23, (Ibid. p. 390. col. 2.] 


wa 


power, and 3 

has done from what he might do, and is to set up a 

i ungrounded hypothesis of our own, from the 

nature of the thing, when the thing itself is Purely ewe 
itive, and depends wholly upon Christ's will 

. If Christ himself has appointed two species in the 

to convey the whole and entire virtue of the sacra- 

worthy receivers, as he seems plainly to have done by 

i , and giving both to his Apostles, and com- 
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manding both: how groundless and is it in any to 
say, that one is sufficient to give this, and that both are not 
to this end ; wi ing any thing further of 


Christ’s will about it; and when they believe, as de Meaux 
does,* “that Jesus Christ has equally instituted both parts ;” 
yet notwithstanding, to make one unnecessary to the giving 
any real virtue and benefit, and to dare to affirm, as de 
does,+ “that the receiving the blood is not necessary for the 
grace of the sacrament, or the ground of the mystery.” 

Let me then ask, what it is m for, and why it was 
equally instituted with the other? De Meaux gives nota plain 
answer to that, but tells us, that “the eucharist has another 
ais namely, “ that of a sacrifice ;”¢ and for this reason, 
Ke species are always consecrated, that so they may be 
offered te nisi x tans Ryetpeepresbutitint ney bolmadet 
Christ’s death.” But this is no answer to the question, for 
I do not ask why they are necessary as the eucharist is a sacri- 
fice, which it is not in a proper sense, though it be not my 
business to shew that here, but as it is a sacrament; why did 
Christ institute both species in the eucharist, as it is a sacra- 
ment? And why did he give both species to his Apostles? He 
did not give these to them as a sacrifice ; for as such, if it 
were so, it was to be only offered up to God; but he gave 
both the species to his disciples ; and why did he do this, if 
pede (i eit tai sacrament was given by one? 
And why does the priest receive both, as well as offer both to 
God? He does not receive them as a sacrifice, but as a sacra- 
ment : and why is the sumption of both necessary to him, as 
the eucharist is a sacrament ; which Bellarmine says it is, upon 
that account ;§ if the taking of one be sufficient to 
convey whole grace and virtue of both, and the other be 
not necessary for this end? All these questions will return 


* P. 130. +P. 4. $ P.179. 
§ Sacerdotibus utriusque speciei sumptio necessaria est ex 

menti. Bellarm, de Euch, c. 4. [I-4, ¢. 23.) [p. 390. Prag. 1721] 
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offered up himself upon the cross, when he had as truly 
offered up his body and blood before in the eucharist ? 

If two species are necessary to make a full representation of 
Christ’s death, and to preserve a perfect image of his sacrifice 
upon the cross, and by the mystical separation of his body and 
blood in the eucharist, to represent how they were really 
separated at his death; why are they not then necessary, as 
de Meaux says they are not, to the ground of the mystery? Is 
not the eucharist as it is a sacrament, designed to do all this, 
and to be such a remembrance of Christ, ani a s shewing forth 
the Lord’s death till he come,”’ as the Scripture speaks? And 
do they not in great measure destroy this, by giving the sacra- 
ment in one kind, without this mystical separation of Christ’s 
body and blood ; and without preserving such a sacramental 
representation of it asChrist has appointed? But, says de Meaux, 
‘the ultimate exactness of representation is not requisite.”* 
This I confess, for then the eating the flesh and drinking the 
blood of a man, as some heretics did of an infant, might 
more exactly represent than bread and wine ; but such a repre- 
sentation as Christ himself has appointed and commanded, 
this is requisite: and when he can prove that Christ has com- 
manded immersion in baptism to represent the cleansing of the 
soul, as he has done taking bread broken and wine poured out 
in the eucharist, to represent his death, I will own that to be 
requisite in answer to his §. 11. there ought to be also an 
expression of the grace of the sacrament, which is not 
found in one species alone, for that is not a full ex- 
pression of our perfect nourishment both by meat and 
drink ; and if the sacraments only exhibit what they represent, 
which is an axiom of the Schoolmen ; then as one kind repre- 
sents our spiritual nourishment imperfectly, so it exhibits it im- 
perfectly ; but however, if the whole grace and virtue of the 
sacrament be given by one species, the other must be wholly 
superfluous and unnecessary as to the inward effect, and so it 
must be but a mere significant sign, void of all grace, as 
de Meaux indeed makes it, though the name of a sign, as 
applied to the sacrament, is so hard to go down with them at 
other times, when he says of the species of wine, that “ the 
whole fruit of the sacrament is given without it, and that this 
ean add nothing thereunto, but only a more full expression of 
the same mystery.’ 

II. The second question I proposed to consider, was, 


*PL175. + P. 185. 
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whether one species. containing ‘both Christ’s body and blood 
by the doctrine of transubstantiation, and consequently the 
person of Christ whole and entire by the doctrine of concomi- 
tancy, do not contain and give whole Christ, and so the whole 
substance and thing signified of the sacrament ? ‘This de Meaux 
and all of them plead, that ‘each species contains Jesus Christ 
whole and entire ;* so that we have in his flesh his blood, and 
in his blood his flesh, and in either of the two his person whole 
and entire, and in both the one and the other his blessed soul 
with his divinity, whole and entire, so that there is in either of 
the species the whole substance of the sacrament, and together 
with that substance the whole essential virtue of the eucharist,”+ 
according to these principles of the Roman Church. I am 
not here to dispute against those, nor to shew the false- 
ness and unreasonableness of that which is the ground of them, 
and which if it be false destroys all the rest, I mean transub- 
stantiation, whereby they suppose the bread to be turned into 
the very natural of Christ, with flesh, bones, nerves, and 
all other parts belonging to it, and the wine to be turned into 
the very natural substance of his blood ; and since this flesh is 
not a dead flesh, it must have the blood joined with it, and 
even the very soul and divinity of Christ, which is always 
hypostatically united to it, and so does necessarily accompany 
it; and the body with Christ’s soul and divinity, must thus 
likewise ever accompany his blood; to which igi 
doctrine of theirs, as it relates to the communion in one kind, 
T have these things to say: 

1. It does so confound the two species, and make them to be 
one and the same thing, that it renders the distinct consecra- 
tion of them to be not only impertinent but senseless ; for to 
i ord a aoe hates pin Reap eae ea mca 
be said over the bread, “this is my body?” and those again 
over the wine, “this is my blood :” if upon the payne thea by 
the priest the bread does immediately become both the body and 
hlood of Christ, and the wine both his blood and his body too? 
This is to make the bread become the same thing with the 
wine, and the wine the same thing with the bread, and to make 
only the same thing twice over, and to do that again with one 
form of words which was done before with another ; for uj 
apa the words “this is my body,” Christ's body and blood 
are of them immediately and truly present; and when 
they are so, what need is there of the other form, “this is my 

+ P. 306, sect. 9. : + P.327. : 
c 


tea 
this 


Eievousl pbstl Gara erate coe 
the same time that those words are spoke. 
‘There being a distinct consecration of Christ’s 
blood in the sacrament, if Christ’s 
virtue of the 
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thing, after they are consecrated, and renders the consecration 
of one of them to be without either use or sense. 

2. It makes the distinct sumption of pay! species to be 
vain and unnecessary to any persons, to the priests, or to any 
others to whom the pee sometimes granted them, se 
even to the Apostles all the first Christians, who received 
both: for if the one contains the very same thing with the 
other, and gives the very same thing, what need is there of 
having or of taking both, that is, of taking the very same 
thing twice over at the same time? If one species contain 
Jesus Christ whole and entire, his body, blood, soul, and 
divinity, and all these are given by one species, “ what can be 
desired more,” as de Meaux says, “than Jesus Christ himself?” 
And what then can the other species give but the same thing? 
Is Jesus Christ with whole humanity and divinity to be thus 
taken over and over, and to be taken twice at the same time? 
seiner Neh ed are times Pepe aga aa so, this 
might be done by taking several times the same species, since 
one species oe the same as both, even the whole sub- 
stance, and the whole essential effect of the sacrament, and 
the very person of Jesus Christ himself. This does so alter 
the nature of the sacrament, by which we have a continual 
nourishment conveyed to our souls, and receive the grace and 
spirit of Christ by fresh and daily recruits, and in several 
measures and degrees every time we communicate, that it 
makes it not only to no purpose for any person to take more 
than one species at once, but to take 1 sacrament more than 
once all his whole life; for what need he desire more, who 
has received “ ier with the humanity of Jesus Christ, his 
divinity also whole and entire ?”’* And if he has received that 
once, there is no reason for ‘iving it again, for this, as it 
renders the and substance of the sacrament indivisible, as 
de Meaux pleads, so it renders it infinite, to which no- 

ing can be ever added by receiving it never so often ; and if 
we thus make this sacrament to give the very body and blood 
of Christ, and so the whole and entire person Christ and 
his whole humanity, and his whole divinity, instead of giving 
the spiritual graces and virtues of Christ’s body and blood, we 
then make every communicant to receive all that by one single 
communion, which he can ever receive by never so many 
thousands, and we make all persons to receive this alike, how 
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ever different the preparations and dispositions of their minds 
are, and even the most wicked and vile wretches must receive, 
not only Christ’s body and blood, but even his soul, and his 
divinity, and his whole and entire person; for though the 
spiritual graces and virtues may be given in different measures 
and degrees, and in different proportions, according to the 
capacity of the receiver, yet the humanity and divinity of 
Christ, which is whole and entire in each species, never can. 
Thirdly, If Christ’s body and blood were thus aways joined 
together in the sacrament, aud were both contained in one 
species, yet this would not be a true sacramental reception of 
em, for to make that, they ought to be taken as separate 
and divided from one another, his body from his blood, and 
his blood from his body, and not as conjoined or mixed toge- 
ther; this was the way and manner which Christ himself 
appointed, and this is the only way by which we can be said to 
eat his body and to drink his blood; and as they own they 
ought to be thus consecrated, so they ought also to be thus 
received ; for I cannot understand why they might not be as 
well consecrated together as received together, and why it 
would not be as true a sacrament with such a consecration as 
with such a sumption ; nay, I think the consecration this way 
would have more sense in it than the sumption, for it is no- 
thing so odd and strange, to suppose the bread to be turned 
into the body and blood of Christ, as to suppose, that by 
eating that we both eat the body and drink the blood of 
Chnist ; to make eating and drinking the same thing, or to say 
we drink by eating, and eat by drinking, are very unaccount- 
able and unintelligible expressions, so that concomitancy does 
wholly confound those two sacramental phrases and sacramen- 
tal actions. ‘‘ But is it not enough,” says de Meaux,* “ for a 
Christian to receive Jesus Christ? Is it not a sacrament where 
Jesus Christ is pleased to be in person?” But Jesus Christ 
is not received in the sacrament in any other manner but by 
receiving his body and blood, nor is it his person he bids us 
receive, but his body and blood, and the way by which we are 
to receive them is by eating the one and drinking the 
other, and we cannot be properly said to do that, or to receive 
Christ, or his body and blood sacramentally, but this way : 
though the body and blood of Christ therefore should be both 
in one species, and both received by one species, yet this 
would not be the eating the body and the drinking the blood ; 
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for as one of their own popes, Innocent III. says, and Duran- 
dus from him, ‘ Neither is the blood drank under the species of 
bread, nor the body under the i of wine ; for as the 
blood is not eaten nor the body Teantas neither is drank 
under the species of bread, nor eat under the species of wine.” * 
And therefore though they should be both received eet 
to them by one species, yet they would not be both eat 
drank, that is, received sacramentally ; eating and 

are distinct things, and both baned to the sacrament ; an 
though cating and drinking spiritually be, as de Meaux saj 
the same thing,+ and “both the one and the other is to 
lieve :” yet eating and drinking sacramentally are not, but are 
to be two distinct outward actions that are to go along in the 


sacrament with our inward faith. 
This doctrine of concomitancy, and of receiving the body 
and blood of Christ er in that gross manner which is 


believed in the Roman Church, does ute spoil the sacramen- 
tal reception of Christ's body eal load for according to 
that, they can never be received separate and apart, no, not 
by the two 5; s, but they must be always received together 
in either of Atay 3/80 that though by re oe an ay 
of bread seems particularly to contain, or ae ps the bard 
and the species of wine the blood, and as St. Paul says,t “ 
cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the 
blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the com- 
munion of the body of Christ ”” Yet hereby either of them is 
made the communion of both, and it is made impossible to 
receive them asunder, as Christ instituted and inted, and 
as is plainly implied by eating and drinking, and seems to be 
the very nature of a sacramental reception: but 

Fourthly, This concomitancy makes us to receive Christ’s 
body and ood, not as sacrificed and shed for us upon the 
cross, but as they are now living and both joined together in 
heaven; whereas Christ’s and its 
sacrament, not as in the state of life and glory, at ae 
the state of death, for so he tells us, Petes ae 

iven for you,” that is, to God as a sacrifice and ol 
I, “This is my blood which is shed for the eniageaae 

sins,” So that we are to take Christ’s body in the sacrament 


* Nee sanguinis sub specie panis, nec corpus sub specie vini bibitur aut 
comeditar, qua sicut nes sanguiscomeditur, nes corpus bibitur, ita neu- 
tram specie panis bibitur, aut sul pa comeditur. Durand. 
Rational, 1. 4. c. 42. *'t B18 t 1 Cor. x. 16, 
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as it was crucified for us and offered up upon the cross, and 
his blood as it was shed and poured out, not as joined with 
his body, but as separated from it ; the virtue of Christ’s body 
and blood cometh from his death, and from its being a sacri- 
fice which was slain, and whose blood was poured out for to 
make expiation for our sins, and as such we are to take Christ’s 
body and blood, that is, the virtue and benefits of them in the 
sacrament: for as de Meaux says,* “This body and this 
blood with which he nourisheth and quickeneth us, would not 
have the virtue if they had not been once actually separated, 
and if this separation had not caused the violent death of our 
Saviour, by which he became our victim.” So neither will it 
have that virtue in the sacrament if the body be not taken as 
broken and sacrificed, and the blood as shed or poured out, 
and both as separated from one another: de Meaux owns, 
“We ought to have our living victim under an image of 
death, otherwise we should not be enlivened.”t I do not 
well understand the meaning of a “living victim,” for though 
Christ who was our victim is alive, yet he was a victim only 
as he died ; so that a living victim is perhaps as improper a 
phrase as a dead animal. If we are to receive Christ then in 
the sacrament as a victim or sacrifice, we are to receive him not 
as living but as dead ; I would not have de Meaux, or any else 
mistake me, as if I asserted that we received a dead body, “a 
dead flesh, a carcase,”’ as he calls it,t in the sacrament, for he 
knows we do not believe that we receive any real flesh, or any 
proper natural body at all, but only the mystical or sacramental 
body of Christ, or to speak plainer, the true and real virtue of 
Christ’s body and blood offered for us; and we are not only 
to have this under an image of death, that is, to have the two 
species set before us to look upon, but we are to receive it 
under this image, and to eat the body as broken, and the 
blood as poured out, and so to partake of Christ’s death in 
the very partaking of the sacrament. De Meaux speaks very 
well, when he says,§ “The virtue of Christ’s body. and his 
blood coming from his death, he would conserve the image of 
his death, when he gave us them in his holy supper, and by 
so lively a representation keep us always in mind of the cause 
of our salvation, that is to say, the sacrifice of the cross.” But 
how is this image of his death conserved in his holy supper, if 
Christ be there given not as dead but living? Concomitancy 
does rather mind us of Christ’s resurrection, when his body 


* P. 311. + P. 312. t P. 309. § P. 312. 
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was made alive again and reunited to his soul and to his 
divinity, than of his death when it was divided and separated 
from ; and it makes us not to take of Christ’s body 
as crucified upon the cross, but as glorified in heaven ; as it is 
so indeed, Christ's body cannot be divided from his blood, 
and his whole humanity, soul and body, are always united 
with his divinity ; but we do not take it as such in the sacra- 
ment, but as his body was sacrificed, and slain, and wounded, 
and his blood as shed and separated from it. 

They who can think of a crucified Saviour, may think of 
receiving him thus in the sacrament without horror ; de Meaux 
owns, that this mystical separation of Christ's body and blood 
ought to be in the eucharist as it is a sacrifice :* and why not 
then as it is a sacrament? Is there any more horror to have 
Christ’s body thus consecrated, than thus eaten and received 7 
“The words of consecration,” he says, ‘‘do renew mystically, 
as by a spiritual sword, together with all the wounds he re- 
ceived in his body, the total effusion of his blood.”+ Why 
may we not then receive Christ’s body as thus wounded, and 
his blood as thus poured out, in this mystical table? And 
why must concomitancy join those together which consecration 
has thus separated and divided? Christ’s body and blood, we 
say, ought to be thus mystically separated in the sacramental 
reception of them, and so ought to be taken separately 
and distinetly; they own they ought to be thus mystically 
separated in the consecration, though how that ‘consists 
with concomitancy is hard to understand; but whatever 
they have to say against the separating them in the 
tion, may be as well said against their separating them in 
the consecration ; ‘Is Christ then divided? Is his body then 

jiled of blood? And blood actually separated from the 
ly? Ought Christ to die often, and often to shed his 
blood? A thing unworthy the glorious state of his resurrec- 
tion, where he ought to conserve eternally human nature as 
entire as he had at first assumed it.”{ Why do they then 
make this ion of his body and blood when they conse~ 
erate it? If that be only mystical and representative, so is it 
in our reception much better, for we do not pretend to receive 
Christ's natural body and blood, as they do to consecrate them, 
but only his mystical body and blood, which is always to con- 
serve this figure of death, and the character of a victim ; not 
only when it is consecrated, but when it is eaten and drank, 
* P. 180, 181. + Ibid. t P. 310. 
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which it cannot otherwise be. It is this error of receiving 
Christ’s natural body in the sacrament, which has led men 
into all those dark mazes and labyrinths wherein they have 
bewildered and entangled themselves in this matter, and so by 
applying all the properties of Christ’s natural body to his mys- 
tical body in the sacrament, they have run themselves into 
endless difficulties, and destroyed the very notion, as well as 
the nature of the sacrament. 

The third principle of Monsieur de Meaux is this : “‘ that the 
law ought to be explained by constant and perpetual practice.” 
But cannot then a law of God be so plain and clear as to be 
very well known and understood by all those to whom it is 
given, without being thus explained? Surely so wise a law- 
giver as our blessed Saviour, would not give a law to all 
Christians that was not easy to be understood by them; it 
cannot be said without great reflection upon his infinite wisdom, 
that his laws are so obscure and dark, as they are delivered by 
himself, and as they are neces to be observed by us, that 
we cannot know the meaning of them without a further expli- 
cation: if constant and perpetual practice be necessary to 
explain the law, how could they know it, or understand it, to 
whom it was first given, and who were first to observe it before 
there was any such practice to explam it by? This practice 
must begin somewhere, and the law of Christ must be known 
to those who begun it, antecedent to their own practice: there 
may be great danger if we make practice to be the rule of the 
law, and not the jaw the rule of practice, and God’s law may 
be very fairly explained away, if they are left wholly to the 
mercy of men to explain them: for thus it was the Pharisees, 
who were tne great men of old for tradition, did thereby 
reject and lay aside the commandment of God, by making 
tradition explain it contrary to its true sense and meaning. 
This principle therefore of Monsieur de Meaux’s, must not be 
admitted without some caution, and though we are well 
assured of constant and perpetual practice for communion in 
one kind; yet the law of Christ is so clear as not to need 
that to explain it, and we may know what appertains or 
does not appertain to the substance of the sacraments from: 
the law itself, and from the Divine institution of them, as J 
have all along shewn in this treatise. 2 

It would have been a great reflection upon the Church, if 
its practice had not agreed with the law of Christ, though so 
plain and express a law ought neither to lose its force nor its 


COMMUNION IN ONE KIND. 27 


meaning sul it practice ; I have so great a regard 
pie tale ge aad do not believe it 
can be guilty of any practice so contrary to the law of Christ, 
as communion in one kind ; and I have therefore fully shewn, 
that its practice has always agreed with this law, in opposition 
to de Meaux, who falsely reproaches the Church with] a 
Rapecoee OH LYS am ign was to destroy the law of 
Ihrist by the practice of the Church; mine is to defend the 
ractice of the Church as agreeable to, and founded upon the 
ww of Christ; but the law of Christ ought to take place, and 
is antecedent both to the Church’s practice and the Church’s 
authority : as to tradition, which was the main thing which 
de Meaux appealed to, I have joined issue with him in that 
point, and must leave it to those who are able to judge which 
of us have given in the better evidence; and I do not doubt 
but we may venture the cause upon the strength of that; but 
there is another more considerable plea, which is prior to 
tradition, and which, as de Meaux owns,* “is the sco 
ground work of it,” and that is Scripture, or the command 
institution of Christ contained in Scripture, which is so plain 
and manifest, that it may be very well understood by all 
without the help of tradition; I do not therefore make any 
manner of exceptions to tradition in this case, only I would 
set it in its Tight place, and not found the law of Christ upon 
tradition, but tradition upon the law of Christ, and I am 
willing to admit it as far as de Meaux pleases, with this 
reasonable proviso, that it does not interpret us out of a plain 
Jaw, nor make void any command of God that may be known 
without it; I have therefore prevented de Meaux in all he 
brings for tradition and the practice of the Church, unless he 
will lay so great stress upon that, as to make it null, and 
supersede a Divine law; nor am I at allconcerned in all the 
instance she brings for it out of the Old and New Testament ;+ 
unless he can bring one to prove, that either the Jewish 
Synagogue or the Christian Church, did ever make void a 
Divine law by a cont practice and tradition of their own; 
I can never allow any Church to haye a power and authori 
to do this, and I am willing to allow it all authority that is 
kept within those bounds. It was eee openly done 
in by the Council of Constance, when it owned, that 
Christ instituted the sacrament and administered it to his 
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disciples under both kinds,* and that the faithful received it 
under both kinds in the Primitive Church: yet to command it 
under one by its own power and authority, and by its own 
prerogative to givea non obstante to Christ’s institution ; this 
was done like those that had a sufficient plenitude of power, and 
were resolved to let the world see they had so, and that 
Christ’s own institution was to give way to it; they had not 
then found out the more sly and shifting subtleties that Christ 
gave the cup to his disciples only as priests, and made them 
priests just after the giving them the bread ; this was a late 
invention found out since that Council, by some more timorous 
and wary sophisters, who were afraid of setting up the 
Charch’s power against a Divine institution ; neither did they 
then offer to justify the communion in one kind by the 
tradition and practice of the Primitive Church, as de Meaux 
and others have done since, but they plainly gave up this, 
and only made a late custom, which was afterwards introduced, 
to become a law by virtue of their present power, notwith- 
standing the istitution of Christ and the practice of the 
Primitive Church to the contrary: here the case truly lies, 
though de Meaux is willing to go off from it, there must be a 
power in the Church to void a Divine institution, and to null a 
law of Christ, which can be no other than an antichristian 
power in the strictest sense, which may by the same reason take 
away all the positive laws of Christianity, or else communion 
in one kind is not to be maintained; and this power must be 
in a particular present Church, in opposition to the primitive 
and universal, or else this communion is not to be maintained 
in the Church of Rome. De Meaux must be driven to defend 
that post which he seems to have quitted and deserted, or else 
he can never defend his half-communion, which is contrary, as 
I have proved, and as the Council of Constance owns, to the 
institution of Christ, and to the practice of the Primitive 
Church. The new out-work he has raised from tradition, in 
which he puts all the forces of his book, and the main strength 
of his cause; this I have not beat down or destroyed, but 
taken from him ; and this cause can never hold out upon his 
own principles of tradition and the practice of the Church, 


* Licet Christus post coenam instituerit et suis Discipulis administra- 
verit sub utraque specie panis et vini hoc venerabile Sacramentum—Et 
similiter quod licet in primitiva Ecclesia hujusmodi Sacramentum recipe- 
retur a fidelibus sub utraque specie. Concil. Constant. Sess. 11. [Sess. 
13. vol. 12. p. 100. Lut. Par. 1672.] 
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which is a strong battery against it, as I have ly 
shewn ; 20 ha al tat sys for saan son wenn to 
no purpose, since this tradition he pleads for is utterly against 
ie and if it were never so much for him, pas a tee 
can take away a divine law. 

He seems to own, and I think he dare not expressly deny, 
that what is essential to the sacraments, or belongs to the 
substance aS eine ae pe Hkes away by erudite. ane 

er of the Church ; but he utterly destroys this it 
tay tradition and the practice of the Church to Seeaiad 
what is thus essential to the sacraments; for if nothing be 
essential but what is made so by them, and may be known by 
them, then they have a power to make or to alter even the very 
essentials of the sacrament, which are hereby made wholly to 
depend upon the Church and tradition: we are willing to 
own that nothing is unalterable in the sacraments, but what is 
essential to them, and that all other indifferent things belong- 
ing to them, may be altered by the Church, or by tradition ; 
but then we say, that what is essential is fixed and known by 
the institution, and by a divine law, antecedent to tradition ; 
and if it were not so, then there were nothing essential in the 
sacraments at all, but all would be indifferent, and all would 
depend upon tradition and the Church’s ; and then to 
what pr is it to say, that the Church has power only in 
the accidentals, and may alter whatever is not essential, or 
belongs not to the substance of the sacraments? This only 
shews that they are ashamed to out, and they dare not 
but grant with one hand, that which they are forced to take 
away with another ; they dare not openly say that the Church 
has power over the essentials of the sactaments ; but yet they 
say, that there are no essentials but what are made and 
declared to be so by the Church: so the strait they are in 
obliges them in effect to revoke their own concessions, and 
truth makes them say that which their cause forces them to 
umsay again, and bi fingp auch ne ings in their own 
necessary defence, which amount in the wl to a contra- 


If the Bishop of Meaux can shew us, that any Divine insti- 
tution was ever altered by the Jewish or Christian Church, or 
any law of God relating to practice and was ever 
taken away by a contrary practice and tradition, then he says 
something to the purpose, of communion in one kind; but if 
the many instances which he brings for tradition out of the Old 
and New Testament, do none of them do this, they are then 
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useless and insufficient, they fall short of what they ought to 
prove, and come not up to the question in hand, but are wholly 
vain and insignificant, and to shew they are so, I shall reduce 
them to these following heads : 

1. They chiefly relate to the Church’s power in appointing 
and determining several things which are left indifferent and 
undetermined by the law of God; and here we acknowledge 
the Church to have a proper power, and that it may oblige 
even in conscience to many things, to which we are not obliged 
by the law of God; and may determine many things for the 
sake of peace and uniformity in divine worship, which are not so 
precisely determined by God himself. Thus the Jewish Church 
might settle the time of vespers, on which their sabbaths and 
feasts were to begin, the evening being to them the beginning 
of the next day; so they might appoint also the manner of 
observing the new moons: thus they might also settle the 
times of the three sacrifices, the Daily, the Sabbatical, and the 
Paschal, when they were all to be offered the same day upon 
one altar; and determine which of them should be offered first, 
though God himself had not determined it: but could they 
take away any one of these sacrifices which God had com- 
manded, upon a pretence that the others were sufficient without 
it? Could they have neglected either the new moons or the 
evening oblations which God had appointed, because they 
might appoint what God had not done, namely, the 
manner of observing them? Because they could regulate 
several things relating to the law, and necessary to the 
observance of it, which God had not determined; could they 
therefore void the law itself, or transgress and violate it 
in any of those things which God had particularly appointed ? 
Thus the Christian Church may order many things relating to 
divine worship, and even to the sacraments themselves, which 
no law of Christ has ordered or determined, as the time, the 
place, the outward form and manner of administering them ; 
and yet these, as de Meaux says, are: absolutely necessary for 
the observation of the divine law; which cannot be observed 
without some of those circumstances. Thus as to baptism, it 
may appoint it to be performed by sprinkling or dipping, 
because neither of those are commanded by the word baptice, 
but only washing with water, as I have shewn before against 
de Meaux ; but to do this in the name of the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost, is absolutely necessary, because this is commanded, 
though whether with that form, “ I baptize thee,”’ or, ‘“‘ Be thou 
baptized,” which is used in the Greek Church, is indifferent. 
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‘Thus as to the eucharist, the Church may command it to be 
taken kneeling or standing, which was an ancient posture of 
receiving it ; it may use such a form of words in the consecrat- 
ing the elements, and in blessing the bread and wine, or 
another ; for it is plain, one was not always used, and St. 
ry tells us, that “ the Apostles consecrated only with the 
Lord’s Prayer.”’* It may use such a sort of bread and wine, 
or another, for no particular sort is commanded ; but it 
is necessary to bless and to give both, because both are 
instituted and both are commanded, and the ministers, 
who are the “stewards of the mysteries of God,”+ these 
alone have the arcane power of blessing and distributing to the 
people, but they may do this by the hands of the deacons, or 
by suffering the people to take them and divide them among 
selves : such things as these, which de Meaux offers to us 
as great difficulties, are only indifferent sing left undeter- 
mined by the divine law, in which the Chi has a power to 
Spottt what it thinks most proper for Seesey, end order and 
seapliea? pi conlp ented ged ws, poa Fotioe ay 
to entangle us, are easi Ived and untied, and yet not am 
of the deine laws are inthe least loosened or dissolved. Oneat 
the greatest Duos he urges for the necessity of tradition and the 
practice of the fonts ithe baptism of afants, for which he 
says we can produce nothing from Scripture, but must be forced 
to resolve it wholly into tradition; as to that I am not willi 
to begin another controversy with him here, and therefore 
only send him to Bellarmine for his satisfaction, who proves 
infant baptism from Scripturet as well as from tradition, and 
says, “it may be clearly gathered from Scripture itself.”’§ 
But if it were not, does it follow, because the Church may 
make a law which is not contained in Scripture, that therefore 
it may break a law which is? And because it may appoint 
some thi which God has left indifferent, that thorehre it 
may forbid what he has absolutely commanded? 
2. Other instances produced by de Meaux, relate not only 
ae cleans but to ees siaeess civil, or at 
least mixed, and so ‘ing to er e magistrate, 
as the Lex Talionis, andre hibinn of marriage with the 
Moabites and Ammonites: the civil magistrate was to see all 
: Bist 69. Cp. 64.] ad Syr. [Lib. 9. Ind. 2. Ep. 12, Par. 1705.] 
iv. 1. 
i Bellarm. de Sacram. Baptismi. c. 8, 9, [vol. 3. p. 142, &c. Prag. 1721.] 
‘Tamen id et colligitur satis aperte ex Scripturis. [Tbid. p. 145, col. 1.] 
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justice done by the one, to God's own. 
Meads fad wan = cumsestla oot oo 
eta ee aire 


emits the Leaner which forbade: 
‘ith the Canaanites, because upon the same ground and 
they forbade those also with ae Armas and Moabites. 
wards. i? 
3. Some cases he mentions were excused upon the acount 
of necessity, which when it is notorious and unavoidable, 
pene with a positive law. Thus David's eating the s 

ead, which it was not lawful but for the ies ‘ily 
eat, is were by our seaeaearyy xii. 4, not op he 
account ition, or the ent of the 
the extreme hn ytion Wer and ik eo betes 

d with, and which made it lawful for t to eat of 
Fallowed bread, when there was no other to be procured : but 
did this make it lawful afterwards for the high-priest or Hos 
Sanhedrim, to have made the holy bread alway 
others when there was no such’ necessity ? "Thus if so eee 
Christians lived in a country where it was impossible to have 
any wine, this might excuse them from taking the cup, but 
toa this justify the making a general law to take away 
cup when there is no such necessity for it? and the same 
be said of many other like instances. 

4. In other cases, when a law was founded upon a putiaie 
reason, the ceasing of that made the law to cease, which 
wholly grounded upon it, as in the prohibition of eating 
and things strangled, and meats offered to idols, this being 
avoid giving any scandal to the Jews at that time, when the 
reason of it ceased, so did the law; and it is not so much tradi- 
tion which makes it void, as those general sayings of Christ and 
the Apostle, that “nothing which enters in at the mouth defiles 
the man ;” and ** that phateree's is sold in the shambles may 
be eat, without asking any question for conscience sake.” 

As to the Jews defending themselves upon the Sabbath, on 
which they were commanded so strictly to rest, it was both 
necessity and the reason of the law which made this as 
and not any tradition or any sentence of the Sanhedrim; and 


ef 
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our Saviour, when he blames their superstitious observance of 
the Sabbath, does not reprove them for keeping it as it was 
pore er otherwise ne tradition - bed Sst ‘it, but 
cont to the true reason and meaning of it, and to the true 
tuind aga will of the Lawgiver. 

‘As to the Christians’ changing the Sabbath into the first day 
of the week, this was not done by tradition, but by the Apos- 
tolical authority ; and whatever obligation there may be ante- 
cedent to the law of Moses for observing one day in seven, it 
can never be proved that the Jews observed exactly the seventh 
day from the creation, much less that the Christians are under 
any such obligation now, or I may add, if they were, that tra- 
dition would excuse them from a Divine law. 

All bie sremoanila ioe de ee bee are 
very short roving that ; though we examined every 
pte of them, ciate that pretended Jewish tradition of praying 
for the dead, which is false and to no purpose, yet it was 
not because there was any strength in them to the maintaining 
his sinking cause, but that I might take away every slender 
prop by which he endeavours in vain to keep it up, and drive 
him out of ev ner hole eae strives ral ues 
labour to earth himself, when. is turnings and windings, 
he finds he must be run down. 

If any instance could be found by de Meaux or others, of 
any tradition, or any practice of a Church, contrary to a divine 
institution, and to a plain law of God, they would deserve no 
other answer to be returned to it, but what Christ gave to the 
Pharisees in the like case: ‘‘ Why do ye also transgress the 
commandment of God by tradition ?”* Our Saviour did 
not put the matter ee is issue, whether the tradition by 
which they explained the law, so as to make it of none effect, 
was truly ancient and authentic, and derived to them from their 
forefathers ; but he thought it sufficient to tell them that it 
made void, and was contrary to a Divine law. 

There is no tradition, nor no Church, which has ever broke 
so plain a law, and so shamefully violated a divine institution, 
as that which has set up communion in one kind; the true 
reason why it did so, was uot tradition, no, that was not so 
much as pretended at first for the doing of it, but only some 
imaginary dangers and inconveniences, which brought in a 
new custom contrary to ancient tradition ; these were the only 


* Matth. xv. 3. 
VOL, IX. D 
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things insisted on in its defence at first, “the danger of spilling 
the wine, and the difficulty of getting it in some places, and the 
indecency of laymen dipping their beards in it :” these were 
the mighty reasons which Gerson brought of old against the 
heresy, as he calls it, of ‘“‘communicating in both kinds ;”’* 
as if it were a new heresy to believe that wine might be spilt, 
or that men wore beards, or as if the sacrament were appointed 
only for those countries where there were vines growing. De 
Meaux was very sensible of the weakness and folly of those 
pretences, though they are the pericula and scandala meant by 
the Council of Constance, and therefore he takes very little 
notice of them; and indeed he has quite taken away all their 
arguments against the particular use of the wine, because he 
all along pleads for either of the species, and owns it to be indif- 
ferent which of them soever is used in the sacrament; but I 
have shewn that both of them are necessary to make a true 
sacrament, because both are commanded, and both instituted, 
and both of them equally belong to the matter of the sacra- 
ment, and so to the essence of it, and both are ordinarily necessary 
to the receiving the inward grace and virtue of the sacrament, 
because that is annexed to both by the institution, and cannot 
warrantably be expectcd without both. 

To conclude, therefore, communion in one kind is both con- 
trary to the institution, and to the command of Christ, and to 
the tradition and practice of the Primitive Church, grounded 
upon that command, and is no less in itself than-a sacrilegious 
dividing and mangling of the most sacred mystery of Chris- 
tianity, a destroying the very nature of the sacrament, which 
is to represent the death of Christ, and his blood separated 
from his body ; a lessening the signification and reception of 
our complete and entire spiritual nourishment, whereby we are 
sacramentally to eat Christ’s body and drink his blood; an 
unjust depriving the people of that most precious legacy which 
Christ left to all of them, to wit, his sacrificial blood which 
was shed for us, and which it is the peculiar privilege of Chris- 
tians thus mystically to partake of: and lastly, a robbing them 
of that grace, and virtue, and benefit of the sacrament which 
belongs not to any part, but to the whole of it, and cannot 
ordinarily be received without both kinds. Oh! that God would 
therefore put it into the hearts of those who are most con- 


* Tractatus Magistri Johannis de Gerson contra heresin de communione 
Laicorum sub utraque specie. 
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cerned, not to do so much injury toChristiansand to Christianity ; 
and not to suffer any longer that divine mystery, which is the 
great foundation of all spiritual grace and life, to be tainted 
and poisoned with so many corruptions as we find it is above 
all other parts of Christianity! And oh ! that that blessed sacra- 
ment which was designed by Christ to be the very bond of 
peace, and the cement of unity among all Christians, and to 
make them all one bread and one body, may not by the per- 
verseness of men and the craft of the devil, be made a means 
to divide and separate them from each other, and to break that 
unity and charity which it ought to preserve ! 
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BOOK IV. 
THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS 


CONFUTED, 


AS TO TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 


A PARAPHRASE WITH NOTES, AND A PREFACE, 
UPON THE 
SIXTH CHAPTER OF ST. JOHN, 


SHEWING, 


That there is neither good reason, nor sufficient authority, to 
suppose that the Eucharist is discoursed of in that chapter, 
much less to infer the doctrine of Transubstantiation from it. 


THE PREFACE. 


‘“‘ Srz,—It is not for nothing that we are desired to read the 
sixth chapter of St. John every day. I have engaged my 
thoughts with what attention I can, upon those passages be- 
~ tween the 51st and 61st verses ; and the more I consider them, 
the more favourably they seem to me to look upon that opinion, 
that the very flesh of Christ is eaten inthe sacrament. I know 
not what to say to this, that though the Jews understood 
Christ’s words, of eating his very flesh, and he saw plainly 
enough that they did so; yet he went on in the same train of 
expressions, “ Verily, verily, I say unto you, Except ye eat the 
flesh of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in 
you.” I know you told me, that these passages are not to be 
interpreted of the sacrament ; and that there is no mention in 
them of any outward and visible signs ; which are necessary to 
a sacrament. But I have heard that the Church always thought 
these words to be spoken of the sacrament. And _ besides, 
though there be no mention of a sacrament, yet if Christ’s 
words enforce this, that the natural substance of his flesh must 
be properly eaten by us, it will follow that it must be thus 
eaten in the sacrament of his body and blood, unless we could 
tell how or where else it is to be done. I would be glad to see: 
such a paraphrase upon this chapter, as you speak of, which 
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would help to make all appearplain. And it were well if others 
might see it too, and thereby see this at least, that you are so 
well satisfied with your own reasons, that you are not afraid to 
let those judge of them that are otherwise persuaded. 

“Tam, &e.” 


Srr,—You are desired to read the sixth chapter of St. John’s 
Gospel every day, and this I doubt not. for the sake of that 
part of it between ver. 51, and ver. 61; which seems to 
require eating the flesh, and drinking the blood of Christin 
the proper sense. And here I make no question your thoughts 
were closely en; |. But perhaps you have not applied 
that attention to the rest of the chapter, which you gave to 
that part where the difficulty lies, and then no wonder that 
the difficulty still remains. “For I beg leave to put you in 
mind once more, that the true sense of those difficult 
sages, as you count them, is to be gained by ol it their 
connection with all the rest. And therefore to that request, 
that you would often read the sixth chapter of St. John, 
which I acknowl to be a reasonable request, I must add 
another as reasonable as that, which is, that you would not 
only often read, but likewise often consider the whole chapter, 
att mind our Saviour’s design in it; that you would therefore 
observe what sort of people he had to do with, and what was 
the occasion of this conversation between him and them ; what 
was the fundamental cause of their prejudices against him ; 
and with what arguments and applications he fascuredvis 
remove those a yea 

For you wii find, that they were men whose “ belly was 
their God, and who minded earthly things ;” that they followed 
Christ for the loaves ; that he disappointed their hopes ; that 
they were angry at it, and htefol their opinion of him upon 
it; that their earthly-mindedness was the reason why they 
now liked him not, but set themselves to cavil at all his sayings ; 
and to take them off from the cares and pleasures of this pre- 
sent life, he laid before them better and greater things, the 
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flesh and drinking his blood : and that there is no more reason 
to imagine that his flesh should be eaten, and his blood drank, 
in the proper and corporeal sense, than that he should make 
himselt bread to be eaten by us, as we use to eat bread: but 
that there is good reason to understand throughout, by 
that eating and drinking which he required, spiritual actions 
only, which the whole strain of his discourse shews that he 
opposed to that corporeal feeding which they were so inordi- 
nately solicitous for. 

I must for the same reason desire you to mind those plain 
intimations scattered here and there in our Lord’s discourse ; 
oY which it is evident what he meant by eating and drinking. 

e saith, ver. 29, ‘“‘Thisis the* work of God, that ye BELIEVE 
on him whom he hath sent;’’ which is an interpretation of 
ver. 27,+ “‘ Labour not for the meat that perisheth, but,” &c. 
Again, ver. 35, ‘“‘ He that BELIEVETH on me, shall never thirst.”’ 
And again, ver. 47, ‘“‘He that BELIEVETH on me hath ever- 
lasting life.”” So hkewise ver. 36. and ver. 40. This, I say, is 
fit to be minded. For when not only the occasion he had to 
use these terms of eating and drinking (which was theirfollowing 
him for their bellies), shews these terms to be allusive ; but 
(as if that were not enough) he likewise added now and then 
the plain and proper meaning of those allusions ; it must, I 
think, be a wilful mistake in him that attends to this, to inter- 
pret those expressions as if they were not allusive. 

Nor is this all; for you may please to consider also, that 
when our Saviour found some of his disciples to under- 
stand him as the carnal Jews did, he thought fit, for more 
abundant satisfaction, to explain his meaning once for all, ver. 
62, 63, as you will find by the ensuing paraphrase and notes. 

As for our Saviour’s repeating those expressions at which the 
Jews had already taken offence, you may consider, that ver. 
51, he added that expression of drinking his blood, to that 
of eating his flesh ; which was amore plain intimation 
of that violent death which he was to suffer for us, than that 
former saying, of giving his flesh for the life of the world. 
And so, though he kept still to the allusion, yet he repre- 
sented what kind of death he was to suffer more fully than 
he had done before. But perhaps you are at a loss why he 
continued to speak allusively at all, when he found that he was 
se grossly misunderstood. And then I answer, as I have done 


* tpyoy. t epyazeode. 
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pe eeicenmat aren ar that I am not obliged to say 
cisely what our Saviour’s reason was for that. But, 
what you will find there, it be said, that sometimes it well 
becomes a man of wisdom and authority, when he finds his 
words perverted by Fah Sc ed sada ep them again, 
and thereby to speak his own assurance, that they did not 
drop unadvisedly from him, and that it is not his own, but his 
hearer’s fault that he i is misunderstood. And this is the more 
reasonable to be said in the present case, if the Jews wilfully 
perverted our Saviour’s words to that absurd sense of 
eating his flesh with their teeth, as it plyallan they did ; and 
that because his Pi beersteer ie allusive, and because 
also the allusion was now and then explained, as I shewed 
before. What inconvenience is it thelee to ics that 
our Lord, perceiving that his divine id exhorta- 
tons had da hardened chet int «spit of eotrion, dd 
not think himself bound to use presently the utmost plainness of 
wane esa tec none nhied spelen platy shee 
already, if any good were to be done upon them. “But 
farther satisfaction in this matter, I refer you once more to the 
pataphrase and notes, which are ree quiaber finished, and where 


— ‘Tittle cht i ws jiven to which seem 
sete ene been of all bes Pe 
fe lino te our Saviour, ver. 51, &e. do enforce 


that substance of his flesh must be eaten by us, either in 
or out of the sacrament. 

It seems I told you, that these were not to be 
understood of the sacrament ; I should have added, that be- 
cause they si; those things which are ified in the 
sacrament, that they may be very aptly applied to the sacra- 
pds Brey in exhortations to devotion: nay, and that 

there are some cases in which a man may argue the one 
to the other, sh ete ei A legen ema ar 
other give equal it 5 may well be, and yet it wil 
by no means follow, that these cdg ate primarily tobe under- 
stood of the eucharist. And this opinion I cannot deliver up, 
merely because haye heard that the Church slave ane fl 
the contrary. Per eiieh cyrman Rar 
constant and universal tradition of the Church jeaetor: 
But then I do not think myself bound to believe that the 
Church has always held hid Or ERE, becalein fhea aol asia 

meso. Mies Tian ae AL 
it is as easy to say, Thus saith the Church, as to say, Thus saith 
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the Scripture. I remember indeed, that our countryman, 
Nicholas Sanders tells us, that* ‘to deny these words to be 
understood of the eucharist, is contrary to the instruction and 
authority of all antiquity.” And Maldonate says, thatt “all 
the ancient Fathers acknowledge it.” And others say the 
same thing; and it seems you have heard it. Now this 1s but 
a custom of speaking, which some men have gotten ; for I am 
well assured that all the Fathers were not of their mind. 

Clemens Alexandrinus{ supposes these expressions, to “eat 
the flesh of Christ,” and to “ drink his blood,’’ to be as figur- 
ative as that of St. Paul, ‘‘to feed with milk ;” and tells us, 
upon this occasion, that the word is variously allegorized, bien 
called meat, and flesh, and nourishment, and bread, and bl 
and milk; and that “our Lord is all these things for our 
enjoyment who believe in him.” Now I am persuaded you will 
not say that this Father interpreted the words under debate of 
the eucharist. 

Tertullian, to shew that these words, “the flesh profiteth 
nothing,” do not make against the resurrection of flesh, 
saith,§ ‘“‘that we are to be directed to the sense of what is said 
by the subject matter of it. For because they thought his 
saying hard and intolerable, as if he intended his flesh should 
be truly eaten by them ; he, to shew that the cause of life and 
salvation was spiritual, premised this, ‘that the spirit quick- 
eneth ;’ and then added, ‘the flesh profiteth nothing,’ that is, 
in respect of quickening. And then he shews what he means 
by the spirit, ‘The words that I speak unto you, they are 


* Nic. Sanderus de Euchar. p. 23. + Maldon. in Joan. 6. 

J Obrwe roddAakwic ddAnyopsira 0 Adyoc, kai Bpwpa, wai odp%, nai 
rpog?), kai dproc, cal alua,xaiydda. “Aravra é Kiptoc eig awédavoww 
nw THY ic abroy wemcorevkorwy, Peedag. lib. 1. c. 6. p. 105. Paris. 
[p. 126. Venet. 1757.] 

§ Sic etsi carnem ait nihil prodesse, ex materia dicti dirigendus est 
sensus. Nam quia durum et intolerabilem existimaverunt sermonem ejus, 
quasi vere Carnem suam illis edendam determinasset, ut in Spiritum dis- 
poneret statum salutis, premisit, Spiritus est qui vivificat, atque ita sub- 
janxit, Caro nihil prodest, ad vivificandum scilicet. Exequitur etiam quid 
velit intelligi spiritum. Verba que locutus sum vobis, Spiritus sunt, Vita 
sunt. Sicut et supra, Qui audit sermones meos et credit in eum qui, &c. 
Itaque Sermonem constituens vivificatorem, quia Spiritus et Vita Sermo, 
eundem etiam Carnem suam dixit, quia et Sermo Caro erat factus, proinde 
in causam Vitw appetendus et devorandus auditu, et ruminandus intellectu, 
et fide digerendus. Nam et paulo ante Carnem suam Panem quoque ~ 
coelestem pronunciarat, urgens usquequaque per allegoriam, &c. Tertul. 

de Resur. Carnis. c. 36, 37. [p. 347. Par. 1695.] 
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spirit, and they are life.” As he had said also before, ‘He that 
heareth my words, and believeth in him that sent me, hath 
eternal life, and shall not come into condemnation, but hath 
passed from death to life.’ Therefore making his word to be 
the quickening principle ; since his word is spirit and life, he 

his word also his own flesh ; for the Word was also made 
flesh ; and therefore in order to life, it is to be hungered after, 
and deyoured by HEARING, and to be chewed again by the 
UNDERSTANDING, and to be di by rarru.” And after- 
wards he affirms, that our Lord all along urged his intent by 
an allegory, So that Tertullian was so far from thinking these 
passages to refer to the eucharist, that I am in some doubt 
whether he understood them with any special reference to the 
death of Christ. 

Origen also interprets flesh and blood in like manner: for, 
says he,* “By the flesh and blood of his worD, as with pure 
meat and drink, he refresheth all mankind.” And elsew! 
he speaketh to the same purpose. 

St. Athanasius likewise seems to me to be of the same opinion, 
who speaking of the literal sense in which the Jews 
our Saviour, hath these words, {*‘ For how could his body suffice 
for so many to eat of, that it should become nourishment for 
the whole world? It is,” says he, ‘for this reason that he 
mentioned the Son of man’s ascending into heaven, that he 
might draw them off from the coi notion.” Which 
testimony, as it manifestly shewed his judgment to be, that 
our Saviour did not require the proper eating of his natural 
body ; so it contains a probable argument, that he did 
not understand those words of eating his sacramental body. 
For if he had so understood them, it had been very accountabl 
that the body of Christ, i.e, his sacramental body, was 
sufficient for the nourishment of the whole world. by 
removing all corporeal notions of eating and drinking, he 
seemed to establish only a spiritual notion. 


* Carnibus enim et sanguine Verbi sui, tanquam mundo cibo atque potu 
reficit omne hominum genus, Orig. in Levit. Hom, 7. [vol. 2. p. 225. 
col. 2. Par. 1733.) 

{ Vide in Matth, Tract SOE See 

$ Wooo yap oree rd capa mpde Bodary, iva cai rod kégpov mavrdg 
rovro ata @Aa dtd rovro Tie sig obpavode dvaBdcewe 
4 nat Toi vio rod dvOpdrou, wa rig awparesiic ivvoiag 

1¢ dgeAxboy, &c. Athan. in illud Evangelii, Quicunque dixerit, &c. 
{vol. 1. p. 771. Heidelb. 1601.) 


42 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


But St. Jerome is plain and full to this purpose, beyond all 
contradiction, as I am persuaded. For thus he speaks, 
‘“When Jesus saith, ‘He that eateth not my flesh, and 
drinketh not my blood,’ although it may be understood m a 
mystery (i. e. as I think, of the eucharist), yet the truer sense 
is, that the body of Christ, and his blood, is the word of the 
Scriptures, is divine doctrine.’’ And therefore he continues, 
not long after, in this manner: “If, when we hear the word 
of God; the word of God, and the flesh of Christ, and his 
blood is poured into our ears, and we think of something 
else, into how great a danger do we run?” Afterwards 
comparing it to manna, which was said to give that taste to 
every man which he liked best: “So,” saith he, ‘in the flesh 
of Christ; which is the word of doctrine, that is, the inter- 
pretation of the holy Scriptures ; as we would have it, so we 
receive food. If thou art holy, here thou findest comfort.” 
St. Jerome could not have been more express, if he had been 
to maintain this interpretation against an adversary. 

Nor does the paraphrase of Eusebius come much behind 
St. Jerome’s interpretation. For he makes our Saviour’s 
explication, ver. 63, to run as if he had said :¢ “Do not 
think that I speak of that flesh which I carry about me, as if 
vou ought to eat that, or that I command you to drmk my 
sensible and corporeal blood. You well understand that the 
words which I speak to you are spirit and life. So that,’’ as 
Eusebius goes on, “his words and doctrines are flesh and 
blood, of which whoever constantly partakes, he being nourished 
with heavenly bread, as it were, shall partake of the heavenly 
life.” He that says this, and knows what he says, could 


* Quando dicit, Qui non comederit Carnem meam et biberit Sanguinem 
meum, licet et in mysterio posset intelligi, tamen verius Corpus Christi et 
Sanguis ejyus Sermo Scripturarum est, Doctrina Divina est.—Si quando audi- 
mus sermonem Dei; Sermo Dei, et caro Christi, et sanguis ejus in auribus 
nostris funditur, et nos aliud cogitamus, in quantum periculum incur- 
rimus ?—Sic et in carne Christi, qui est sermo doctrine, hoc est Scriptu- 
rarum sanctarum interpretatio, sicut volumus ita et cibum accipimus. 
Hieron. Comment. in Psal. 147. [vol. 7. Append. p. 385. Veron. 1735.] 

+ M7) yao ry cdpxa jy wepixerpat vopioaré pe Niyey, we Oé0v, abray 
doSiaty, wncdé 7d aicdnrov Kai owparixdy aipa rivery brodkapBdveré pe 
mpoorarrey, add ev tore bre Ta Pypard pou a AehaAnca jpiv, ved pa 
gore Kai wn tore. Gore adra elvatrda pijpara cai rode Adyoug abrod 
THv odpca Kai 7d alua. wy 6 peréxwv dei, woavei dprw odipavip rpepd- 
pevog Tijc obpaviou pedsGec Zwijc. EKuseb. Cesariensis contra Marcel. 
de Eccles. Theol. lib. 3. c. 12. [p. 181. Colon. 1688.] 
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hardly suppose that the eucharist was particularly intended by 
our Saviour in these 5 

I shall trouble you with no more instances of this kind, 
these being sufficient to shew, that all the ancients did not 
understand those words of the eucharist. And now I will 
make no difficulty to grant, that the other opinion is not des- 
titute of all authority, but has the countenance of some Fathers 
to support it. For we do not pretend to any such privilege of 
speaking, as to say, we have all the Fathers, in a case wi 
we have not every one. 

But this I must needs say, that those Fathers, who, as far 
as I have yet discovered, seem to speak most expressly in favour 
of the sacramental sense, do not come up to attend pus 
ness and clearness of those who are for the spiritual sense. 

St. Cyprian,* understanding the daily bread which we pray 
for, not only of common but of the eucharist, applies 
those words to it: “If any man eateth of this bread, he shall 
live for ever.” And, says he, “as it is manifest, that they who 
belong to his body+ (or family), and having a right thereunto, 
communicate in the eucharist, do live; so it is to be feared, 
and we are to pray, lest any of us being excommunicated and 

from the body of Christ, should be far removed from 
lvation, since himself uttered this threatening, Except ye 
eat the flesh, and drink the blood,” &e. 

Now I desire riot to make less of these words than they 
imply. But yet I must say, that St. Cyprian seems, in these 
and in the foregoing words, which are to the same purpose, 
to interpret that bread, which he that eateth of shal live for 
ever, and the flesh and the blood of Christ, not only of the 
eucharist, but of all the means of grace that are afforded to 
his members in the communion of his body ; whereof, as he 
had reason, he thought the eucharist to be the principal, to 
which no excommunicated person had right. Not to say that 
the eucharist might be here particularly mentioned, because 
those words, “ except ye eat,” &c. have a more clear allusion 
to the eucharist, than to any other means. Nor am I alone in 
this interpretation of St. Cyprian ; for thus saith Priorius, 
“The explication of this place is taken from Tertullian, cap. 6. 
de Orat. Therefore by desiring daily bread, we pray for a 
perpetual continuance in Christ, and to remain undivided from 


+ Cypr. de Orat. Dom. [p. 147. Oxon. 1682. 
‘attingunt, [Ibid.] 


J 
+t Qui corpus ejus } Notee in Cypr. Paris. 
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his body.”” Thus also Rigaltius upon the place: ‘“‘The words 
of God the Father, which Christ in the flesh brought for our 
salvation, are here to be understood. Therefore all that 
time in which Christ hved amongst us in the body, his preach- 
ing, his Gospel, is the body and flesh of Christ. It is the 
cross of Christ, it is the blood of Christ. With this meat and 
drink we Christians are nourished to eternal life’’ By which 
it is manifest, that Rigaltius did not understand St. Cyprian 
in that manner, as to abate at all of his judgment, that the 
spiritual sense* of eating and drinking, is to be understood 
throughout in the sixth of St. John. 

St. Basilt is another who applies these words to the sacra- 
ment ; not where he undertakes to give their proper meaning, 
but in his moral collections, under the head of receiving the 
eucharist ; which I do not see but he might do, and yet believe 
that the spiritual sense of eating and drinking Christ was 
directly intended. For, as I have already told you, the eucha- 
rist represents the death of Christ, and our spiritual feeding 
thereupon ; and these words in St. John signify what the 
eucharist represents. No wonder therefore if Christian writers, 
in speaking of the eucharist, produce these words, which have 
so near an affinity with it. And this I think they may do 
pertinently enough, without supposing that these passages in 
St. John signify the eucharist, because they signify some of 
the same things which the eucharist signifies. 

St. Augustine indeed brings forth that saying, “‘ Except ye 
eat the flesh,’’ &c. in his disputations against the Pelagians, 
supposing there, as it should seem, that it was a direct and 
proper command to receive the eucharist, under the penalty of 
damnation : and I remember, that in one place he urges it for 
the necessity of communicating infants. This is so notoriously 
known, that I shall not turn to the places; and though I wi 
not be positive, yet I think he is not clear for this sense, in 
any other cause, but that wherein he was engaged against the 
Pelagians. But there is this very great prejudice against his 
authority in this matter, that elsewhere, viz. out of the heat of 
that controversy, he gives clearly another sense of these words, 
and speaks of them as if they were reductive only to the 
eucharist. Mark therefore what he says:{ ‘Therefore by 


* Observ. Rigalt. in Cypr. Id. 

+ Basil. Moral. Reg. 21. (vol. 2. p. 354, 355. Par. 1839.] 

t Hunc itaque cibum et potum, societatem vult intelligi corporis et 
membrorum suorum, quod est sancta Ecclesia in preedestinatis et vocatis, 
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pel aod “this meat and drink is the society of the 
boily-of Chiat, consisting of bis predestinated, &c, members.” 
And that therefore he would not have seruj to interpret 
eating by believing; since it is faith by which we are united 
to the body of Christ, no reasonable man will question. How- 
ever, we have his own word for it, who, upon that saying of 
our Saviour, “ This is the work of God, that ye believe on 
him whom he hath sent,” goes on thus,* “This therefore is 
to eat that food which perisheth not, but endureth to ever- 
life. To what purpose dost thou make ready thy teeth 
y belly? Believe, and thou hast eaten.” Afterwards he 
por both together :+ “Let him come and believe, and be 


El tae that he may be quickened.” 
words of his are the more remarkable, because in 
that place he ran treats of the exposition of this eae 


ter. Where also upon saying, “He that eateth my fles 
ORES 2 Se 


exitium, quicunque ejus particeps fuerit. Aug. Tract. 26. in Johan. 
[vol. 3. par. 2. p. 500. Par. 1680.) 

* Hoc est ergo manducare cibum, non a pert sg qui permanet in 
vitam wternaw, Ut quid paras dentes et ventrem ? Crede et manducasti. 
In Tract. 25. Toes p: 489.) 

+ Accedat, credat, incorporetur ut vivificetur, Id. Tract. 26. [p. 499.] 
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courseth thus :* ‘‘ This it is to eat that food, and drink that 
drink, viz. to dwell in Christ, and to have Christ dwelling in 
me. And therefore he that dwelleth not in Christ, and in 
whom Christ dwelleth not, undoubtedly doth not spiritually 
eat his flesh, nor drink his blood, although he doth carnally 
and visibly press with his teeth the sacrament of his body and 
blood ; but he rather eats and drinks the sacrament of so 

a thing to his condemnation; because being impure, he hath 
presumed to come to Christ’s sacraments, which none worthily 
receives who is not pure ; of which it is said, Blessed are the 
pure in heart, for they shall see God.” Whence it is mani- 
fest, that in St. Austin’s judgment, to eat the flesh of Christ, 
and to drink his blood, was to eat and drink it spiritually, so 
as good and holy men only do partake thereof, not all that do 
press the sacrament thereof with their teeth. And it is farther 
observable, that if ‘“‘to eat that food, and drink that drink,” 
be, as St. Austin says, ‘‘ to dwell in Christ, and to have Christ 
dwell in us;” then all holy persons do constantly eat the 
flesh, and drink the blood of Christ, because they still dwell 
in Christ, and Christ in them; but they are not always 
receiving the sacrament, and therefore St. Austin could not 
understand these words properly of the eucharist. 

And that these were not sudden notions of his, appears from 
this, that we find them elsewhere, and particularly in his book 
of the City of God, towards the end; which book he finished 
just before his death. There he hath these words :f “for 
neither are they to be said to eat the body of Christ, because 


* Hoc est manducare escam illam et illum bibere potum, in Christo 
manere, et illum manentem in me habere. Ac per hoc, qui non manet in 
Christo, et in quo Christus non manet, proculdubio nec manducat spiritu- 
aliter carnem ejus, nec bibit ejus sanguinem, licet carnaliter et visibiliter 
premat dentibus Sacramentum Corporis et Sanguinis Christi, sed magis 
tante rei Sacramentum ad judicium sibi manducat et bibit, quia immundus 
preesumpsit ad Christi accedere Sacramenta, que aliquis non digne sumit, 
nisi qui mundus est, &c. Tract. 26. in Joh. (Ibid. p. 501. ] 

t Nec isti ergo dicendi sunt manducare Corpus Christi, quoniam nec in 
membris computandi sunt Christi. Ut enim alia taceam, non possunt 
simul esse, et membra Christi, et membra meretricis. Denique ipse 
dicens, Qui manducat Carnem meam, et bibit Sanguinem meum, in me 
manet, et ego in eo: ostendit quid sit non Sacramento tenus, sed 
revera Corpus Christi manducare et ejus Sanguinem bibere; hoc est 
enim in Christo manere, ut in illo maneat et Christus. Sic enim hoc 
dicit tanquam diceret, Qui non in me manet, et in quo ego non maneo, 
non se dicat aut existimet manducare Corpus meum, aut bibere San- 
guinem meum. De Civit. Dei, lib. 21. c. 25. [vol. 7. p. 646. Par. 1685. ] 
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neither are they to be accounted amongst his members. For 
to omit other things, they eannot be both the members of 
Christ, and the members of an harlot. Lastly, Himself’ sayi 
He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my dwelleth in 
me, and T in him, sheweth what it is to eat the body of Christ, 
and drink his blood, not by the sacrament, but verily and 
indeed; for this is to dwell in Christ, soas that Christ dwelleth 
in him.” For his speaketh this, was as if he had said ; “ He 
that dwelleth not in me, and in whom I dwell not, should not 
say or think that he eateth my flesh, or drinketh my blood.”” 
Now the persons here spoken of, were Christians of vicious 
lives, who. yet received the sacrament, and continued in the 
communion of the Church to the last. But’ since St, Austin, 
denying that they eae the body of Christ in truth, even when 
they received the sacrament, does also affirm that Christ 
spake of receiving his in truth only, when he said, “He 
that eateth my flesh, &e.”* it seems evidently to follow, that 
when St. Austin wrote these passages, he did not understand 
those places in St. John of sacramental eating. Finally, by 
comparing this place with the former, it is plain also, that to 
eat and drink: Clint iritually, and to eat‘and drink him in 
truth and reality, was in St. Austin’s judgment all one; and 
bits that we may really eat the flesh of Christ, and 
drink his blood, though we do it not corporeally. These 
passages of this Father, I have the rather insisted 7 
because I have affirmed in the notes, that he would not allow 
that a wicked man is truly a partaker of the and blood of 
Christ ; which is evident from these passages, though I have 
produced them chiefly to shew what his most deliberate thoughts 
‘were concerning the sense of the sixth chapter of St. John. 
But after all, sh I verily think that I could make out a 
title to the consent of all the Fathers, with vastly more proba- 
bility than those who claim it for the other opinion ; yet, suppose 
that they have these three that are cited last, and as 
Saar oe they, San namg with any colder what would they 
by it, if notwithstanding, these Fathers did not believe that 
natural flesh of Christ was properly eaten, and his blood 
pro] drank by the faithful in eucharist? What. if 
ieved the substance of bread and wine to remain in the 
sacrament, and that Christ himself should be fed upon by the 
mind only; and therefore that these words themselves, 
Sere er tee siete OF the Sah am, Se Nath 
spoken of the sacrament, were not properly but figuratively to 
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be understood? If this be so, they have lost their main cause, 
and have taken a great deal of pains to be where they were at 
first ; and this dispute, whether the Church has always under- 
stood the eucharist to be directly intended by our Saviour in 
the mentioned passages, is lost, as to any advantage that tran- 
substantiation can get by it. 

That the substance of bread and wine remains after consecra- 
tion, is manifest from St. Cyprian;* and that Christ is fed 
upon by the mind only, from St. Basil ;+ to whom I refer you, 
that I may not be over-tedious ; especially since for the present, 
one testimony of St. Augustine may serve the turn. Observe 
therefore these words of his, concerning the exposition of 
Scripture phrases :f “‘ If the saying be preceptive, either forbid- 
ding a wicked action, or commanding to do that which is 
good, it is no figurative saying. But if it seems to command 
any villany or wickedness, or to forbid what is profitable and 
good, it is figurative. This saying, Except ye eat the flesh 
of the Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in you; 
seems to command a villanous or wicked thing. It is there- 
fore a FIGURE, enjoining us to communicate in the passion of 
our Lord, and to lay it up in dear and profitable remembrance, 
that his flesh was crucified and wounded for our sakes.”” The 
vast pains that have been taken to avoid this testimony, are a 
convincing argument that prejudice may grow to that strength 
as to be invincible. You will confess, I doubt not, that thi 
passage so plainly shews St. Austin’s persuasion in this matter, 
that as it needs no words to illustrate it, so it is capable of no 
answer to the purpose, 

To come to a conclusion. As I have shewn that several 
Fathers did not understand the mentioned words of our 
Saviour as spoken of the eucharist; so I could shew, that 
very many doctors of the Roman communion have declared 
against it; amongst whom Cardinal Cajetan, for his singular 
merit, and because I have referred to his reasons in my notes, 


* Epist. ad Cecilium. + In Isai. cap. 3. [vol. 1. p. 633. Par. 1839.) 

t Si prec ptiva est locutio, aut flagitium aut facinus vetans, aut bene- 
ficentiam jubens, non est figurata. Si autem flagitium aut facinus 
videtur jubere, aut utilitatem aut beneficentiam vetare, figurata est. 
Nisi manducaveritis, inquit, carnem filii hominis et sanguinem biberitis, 
vitam in vobis non habebitis, facinus vel flagitium videtur jubere; 
figura ergo est precipiens Passioni Domini esse communicandum, et 
suaviter atque utiliter in memoria recondendum, quod caro ejus pro nobis 
crucifixa et vulnerata sit. De Doctrina Christiana, lib. 3. c. 16. (vol. 3. 
par. 1. p. 52. Par. 1680.} 
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o1 to be particularly remembered. In his commentary 
pests 53, "Verily, verily, I aay,” &e, he comes to speak of 
a third sense, viz. of sacramental eating by worthy receivers: 
“And,” says he, “the sense is this; except ye really eat the 
flesh of the Son of man in the sacrament of the host, and 
drink his blood in the sacrament of the chalice, you have no 
life in you. So that, according to this sense, not only the 
sacrament of bay 1, but the sacrament of the eucharist also, 
under both is necessary to salvation. But the usage of 
the Church is repugnant to this sense, since she does not give 
the communion to infants at all, nor to the people under both 
kinds; and not only the usage, but the doctrine of the Church 
too, because she teaches, that it is sufficient to salvation to 
communicate under the species of bread. And tl this 
authority be sufficient to shew that the text does not deliver a 
precept of receiving the sacrament in both kinds, and conse- 
, that it does not deliver a precept of eating and 

g the sacrament of the eucharist ; etnneanietat 


cist putabeti bettas these things, he insinuates 
his discourse to the ‘Cardinal, chose epee 


&e. But,” the 
thrown off; vy eer, that in this tina ae in 
said not long before, ‘ that cometh to me 
, and he that believeth in me shall never thirst.’ yor 
cele sekcpad retaht belong to the sacra- 
ment of the eucharist, our Lord distinguishes hunger from 
thirst, which is equivalent to his distinction between eating and 
ink For hunger refers to eating, and thirst to drinking. 
Therefore from the between eating and ae 
Pekettnet cailte ines wicks the datas ote 
Telneg toa nd tera wothng or ar pepe is 
between flesh an: ay to it 
rather against them; because the flesh is not Tistngcished 
from the blood after any sort, but NSM Mia separated ; 
as meat from drink. But it is evident, that 
of the flesh and blood of Christ in the sacrament is represented 
only ; but in the death of Christ it was actual, and according 
to the thing itself. spre GB ck Hk 
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is it rightly gathered, that the communion of both kinds was 
enjoined by our Lord; however that discourse be understood 
according to the various interpretations of the holy Fathers and 
oo a hay id ee Sne sho1 
loubt I have said more h uy short in- 
timation of that pretence, that the C! sets aleve inter- 
preted these places of the eucharist. But I hope you will 
me this Eipacmeise it, wae oe of dict noe 
a due regard to the authority ition of the univer 
Church, as I believe you to be another, For which reason I 
thought it more needful to remove so great a prejudice out of 

‘our way, as the belief of the foresaid insinuation would have 
teaa And I am confident you now see, cae emanacn Sep 
eucharist not to be intended by our Saviour in any part of this 
chapter, any more than other parts of Christianity, I am not 
obliged to encounter the authority of all the ancients, or of the 
whole Church ; nay, that in this matter I do not so much 
as entrench upon the authority of the Council of Trent itself. 

Indeed that Council would have me to believe, that not one 
of the various interpretations of the Fathers and doctors 
makes against the communion in one kind. But I hope I 
Sa eaten d eS BecnA Kale atiehichimeversivien (his 
rank in their own Church were not able to believe. 

And as for that doctrine, that Christ is properly eaten in 
the eucharist, I ought to be excused too, if I can by no means 
believe it; or else those Fathers must be condemned, who 
believed the Capernaites to be a perverse sort of men, for 
turning our Saviour’s words in this chapter, to so inhuman 
and absurd a sense, as if he had exhorted them to eat a man’s 
flesh, accordi Mea ae 24 BE a insta For no man 
can say, that this is either inhuman or absurd, who believes 
the doctrine of transubstantiation, and that Christ is properly 
eaten in the eucharist. 

So that for what I can see, this chapter of St. John, instead 
of affording a solid argument for conclusion, when it 
ata iancumGadene tects of reason and 
authority, does at ield a terrible objection against it. 

T have thought of all these things with the liberty of one 
that loves truth, not without due regard to. the ancient doctors 
of the Church. Our common Master hath taught me, to call 
no man master upon earth; yet I never the help of 
his ministers to guide me into the knowledge of his truth : 
Beep cr a inrestinests able Stems Sonal, Me hareestl 
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valued, in the first place, that assistance which is offered me 
from the primitive bishops and Fathers. And this liberty I 
have been encouraged to use in the Church of England, not 
only for jud of points which she has not determined, but 
those also which she has. And from the bottom of my heart 
I give thanks to Almighty God, that I have had my education 
in the communion of a Church, which at the same time that 
it prescribes to me a rule of doctrine and worship, does give 
me full liberty to inquire all manner of ways, whether she has 
dealt sincerely with me or not. Under the discipline of so honest 
a Church, I trust that I have learned to be an honest man.’ For 
though I am as confident of the main question as I desire to 
be, yet I have, and by the grace of God always will have, a 
quiet reserve for better information: and I shall not count 
him an enemy but a friend, that both can and will discover 
my mistakes. For which reason I have obeyed your advice, 
and asked the leave of my superiors, to let these plain thoughts 
go into the world. And I let them go, much rather desiring 
that they may meet with contradiction, than approbation in 
any part, where they ought to be contradicted. 

Nay, I will not refuse to make allowance for them who can- 
not oppose an adversary without huffing and vanity. IfI can 
see that they offer though but a little reason, I will readily 
acknowledge it ; or if they offer none at all, let them but seem 
to believe what they say, and they shall not go without a 
reply. 

"he for that sense which I have (not without good authority) 
offered, of those passages in this chapter concerning the Fa- 
ther’s drawing and giving men to Christ; if it does not 
equally please all persons, I hope they who are otherwise 
minded will not be displeased with me, when I have declared, 
that I shall no longer care for it, when any man shall lead my 
_ understanding to a better. 

Sir, I have but one thing more to say ; let you and I observe 
and follow the moral instructions of this chapter; which if all 
would do, I am confident none of us should run into any dan- 
gerous mistake about the meaning of any part of it. Our 
Lord hath said it ; “that if any man will do his will, he shall 
know of the doctrine whether it be of God.” In paraphrasing 
our Saviour’s discourses here, I could not but observe how apt 
it was to infuse a truly wise, honest, and godly temper into 
the minds of his hearers. And therefore for a conclusion, I 
added to the paraphrase, what I thought was a suitable exhor- 
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tation ; that whilst we may happen to dispute about the sense 
of some more difficult passages in this chapter, we may not 
forget to make the great design of it the subject of our prac- 
tice. And so I commend you to the grace of God, and rest, 
Your most, &e. 


THE SIXTH CHAPTER OF ST. JOHN. 


THE ARGUMENT. 

Tuts el begins with a narrative of the miraculous 
feeding of five thousand in the wilderness ; and consisteth 
wholly of those passages that happened upon this occasion. 
The people were so overjoyed with the miracle, that they re- 
solved to make Jesus a king; which he avoided, and secretly 
went to Capernaum. But they, not so satisfied, followed him 
thither the next day ; when he took another course to prevent 
their design; and that pase) their worldly-mindedness, 
and by calling thee Git m the cares and pleasures of this 
life, to mind heavenly things and everlasting life:| which so 
turned their stomachs against him, that they fell to cavil at 
his sayings, and to disp: his miracles. by setting up the 
manna wherewith Moses fed their fathers, against his 
feeding them the day before. Whereupon he inculcated two 
things upon them with great earnestness: the one was this, 
that they might gain eternal life by him and his doctrines : 
which he therefore called the ‘bread of life,”* and the “bread 
that came Soe from heayen ;” and therefore that it was a vain 

ing in them to challenge him with Moses’ giving their 
hates that bread from heaven, which served nate a euntadt 
a mortal life. The other was this, that they had sufficient 
evidence of his coming from God ; but epee aa not, 
because of their worl pupae ices against him. \ereu] 
he tells them, that God committed no other persons tohid 
effectual care, to convince and save them, but such only who 
were disposed to receive the truth by an honest mind; and 
that himself was not bound to conquer the obstinacy of un- 
teachable men. Notwithstanding all which, they proceeded 
to cavil at his sayings; and because, in allusion to the loaves 
he had multiplied, and to that manna which they boasted of, 
he had himself the Bread of Life: and in’ pursuance of 
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such figurative speeches, he did also express believing in him, 
and trusting in his death, &c. by eating his flesh and drinking 
his blood: they exclaimed against him, as if he had, in the 
literal sense, offered his flesh to be eaten; some of his own 
disciples also understanding him in that manner. To whom 
indeed he explained himself; but for all that, upon his free 
reproof of their insincerity, they left him. And then he 
proved the constancy of his twelve Apostles, permitting them 
also to go, if they were not willing to stay; shewing withal, 


that he understood who were sincere, and who were not. 


THE CHAPTER. 


Ver. |. After 
these things Je- 
sus went over the 
sea of Galilee, 
which is the sea 

of Tiberias. 


2. Anda great 
multitude fol- 
lowed him, be- 
cause they saw 
his miracles 
which he did 
on them that 
were diseased. 

3. And Jesus 
went up into a 
mountain, and 
there he sat with 
his disciples. 

4, And _ the 
passover, a feast 
of the Jews, was 
nigh, 


THE PARAPHRASE. 


[. I shall not mention those miracles 
which Jesus wrought between the passover 
last mentioned (ch. v. ver. 1), and that 
which was now at hand (ver. 4 of this ch.), 
saving that only of the loaves ; which though 
it be reported by all the other Evangelists, 
yet they have omitted that discourse upon 
It which he had with the Jews. The occa- 
sion of it was this: he went m a boat with 
his disciples over that part of the lake of 
Genezareth in Galilee, which washeth the 
city Tiberias. 

2. And a great multitude followed him 
on foot (Matth. xiv. 13.) through Tiberias, 
some of them being diseased persons, whom 
he cured in the desert where they overtook 
him, (Luke xi. 11.) 


6. And he took his disciples with him to 
a mountain in that desert to instruct them... 


4. But the people now hastening from 
all parts towards Jerusalem, because of 
the approaching passover ; 
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for said 
to Philip, Dost thou think it to 
Brocure meat ‘or this multtadeSe the wi. 


6. ich he said, not that he was at a 
loss what to do, but to prove the faith of 
the man, who was none of the forwardest to 
believe.) (ch. xiv. ver. 9.) 


7. Philip, 5 ing a miracle, 
rrsity Bite lod we have will not 

bread enough one of these so 
much as to taste a little of. 


8, 9. But Andrew presently interposed, 
saying, That they had five loaves and two 
small fishes; by which he seemed to expect 
that his Master would do some extraor- 

but what he knew not, the 
provision being so very little. 


10. Then Jesus commanded the twelve 
to dispose the men in order iy a 
of which there was great 
time of the year (see ver. ‘Saad they 
did (not distrusting the event), angi 
the men to be about five thot 


| 
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in number about 
five thousand. 

11. And Jesus 
took the loaves, 
and when he had 
given thanks, he 
distributedtothe 
disciples, and the 
disciples to them 
that were set 
down ; and like- 
wise of the fishes 
as much as they 
would. 

12. Whenthey 
were filled, he 
said unto his 
disciples,Gather 
up the fragments 
thatremain, that 
nothing be lost. 

13. Therefore 
they gathered 
them together, 
and filled twelve 
baskets with the 

Fragments of the 
five barley loaves, 
which remained 
over and above 
unto them that 
had eaten. 

14. Then those 
men, when they 
had seen the 
miracle which 
Jesus did, said, 
This is of a 
truth that Pro- 
phet which was 
fo come into the 
world. 


11. And when Jesus had blessed the _ 
little feod that was there, by thanking the 

eat Creator and Preserver of all things ; 
Fe with his own hands delivered so many 
portions of it to the twelve, and commanded 
them to divide. themselves to administer 
to the multitude : and the bread and the fish 
were so marvellously increased as it went 
through their hands, that every one of that 
great company had as much as he desired 
to eat. 


12, 13. And when they acknowledged 
that they had eaten enough, he bade the 
twelve, gather up the fragments, &c. And 
every one of them filled his basket with 
what was left; so that there were twelve 
baskets full of broken food, which was an 
evidence of the unquestionableness of the 
miracle, and that no juggle had been put 
upon the people’s stomachs, since ; there 
remained so much to be seen after they had 
all eaten. — 


14. And this miracle was so plain, eve 
one of them having his belly filled with it, 
that they called to mind (ver. 31.) how 
Moses gave their fathers manna in the wil- 
derness, and foretold that God would raise 
up a Prophet like: unto him out of their 
brethren ; and now they concluded that this 
was that Prophet, and the person that was 
to deliver them from the Romans, as Moses 
delivered their forefathers from the E 
tians, &c. since he, as well as Moses, could, 


15. When Jesus 
therefore per- 
ceived that they 
would come and 
takehim by force 
to make him a 
king, he depart- 
ed again into a 
mountain him- 
self alone. 


16, And when 
even was now 
come, his disci- 
ples went down 
unto the sea, 

17, And en- 
tered into a ship, 
and went over 
the sea, towards 
Capernaum: and 
it was now dark, 
and Jesus was 
not come tothem. 

18. And the 
sea arose, by rea- 


son of a great © 


wind that blew. 

19. 80 when 
they had rowed 
about five and 
twenty or thirty 
Surlongs, they 


see Jesus walk- 
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15. And of this they talked so vehe- 
mently, that at last they resolved to make 
him their king, whether he would or not ; 
which Jesus perceiving, he first sent away 
his own disciples, almost forcing them into 
the tak that tre t them thither, and pro- 
mised to be with them before they came to 
the other side (ver. 17. Mark vi. th. xiv.) 
And being thus rid of his disciples, who 
aid ares Soest el resolution of the 

le, enough to join with them 
es he more aly satisfied and di 
the multitude: and so without any fol 
he returned to the mountain to pray by 
himself. 


16. Now it was just about the evening, 
when the disciples came down to the shore, 


17. And entered into the boat to go over 
towards Capernaum ; but it grew very dark 
before Jesus came to them. 


18. And the sea also was tempestuous 
with a contrary wind; (Mark vi. 48.) 


19. Insomuch that their sails being a 
hindrance to them, they laboured hard with 
their oars; and yet by the fourth watch of 
the night, they had not gained above twenty- 
five or thirty furlongs ; when they saw Jesus 
alking upon the set aa ihe were paaecE py 
the ship ; and not yet knowing him, they tool 


i an: i afraid. 
Qbuketeay a 
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ship ; and they 
were afraid. 

20. But he 
saith unto them, 
It is I; be not 
afraid. 

21. Thenthey 
willingly re- 
ceived him into 
the ship; and 
immediately the 
ship was at the 
land whither 
they went. 

22. The day 
following, when 
the people which 
stood on the 
other side of the 
sea, saw that 
there was no 
other boat there, 
save that one 
whereinto his 
disciples were 
entered,and that 
Jesus went not 
with his disci- 
ples into the 
boat, but that 
his disciples were 
gone away alone: 

23. (Howbeit 
there came other 
boats from Tibe- 
rias, nigh unto 
the place where 
they did eat 
bread, after that 
the Lord had 
given thanks:) 

' 24. When the 
people therefore 


20, 21. But when they knew him, they 
received him gladly, believing that all things 
would go well now he was with them, and 
so it proved: for though they had made so 
little progress before, yet now the ship came 
presently to the place whither it was bound. 


22. Now the people whom Jesus had fed 
in the desert, were not so perfectly dis- 
persed, but that many of them kept together 
till the day following, and came to the 
shore where the disciples took ship the 
evening before; and although they knew 
there was no other boat there, when the 
disciples went to sea, but that into which 
they entered, and that Jesus did not go 
with them : 


23. (Though there came other boats from 
Tiberias afterwards, which these men found 
that morning, near the place where the 
miracle was wrought:) 


24. Yet knowing that the disciples were 
gone, and not being able to find Jesus on 


saw that Jesus 
was not there, 
neither his dis- 
ciples, they also 
took shipping, 
and came to Ca- 


dureth to ever- 
lasting __ life; 
which the Son 
of man shall 
give unto you: 
Sor him hath 
God the Father 
sealed. 


28. Then said 
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pallelt 
£ Bod 
arleerey 
ee: es 
Ae 
AHI 
pleite 
SEaEFE gE 


and obtain everlasting life; but merely for 
that present benefit which you hope to re- 
pee by entree youd yeate iy, When 
you did eat, &e. 
27. But Lhad a farther end in feeding 
your bodies, which now I require you to 
mind; and that is, to persuade you not to 
take so much pains for the prolonging of a 
life which will shortly end ; as for that vir- 
tue and knowledge which are the food of 
souls, and the means of living happily for 
ever, when this life shall be no more. You 
should follow the Son of man for such 
things as these, the Father having shewed 
him to be the Person who sh convey 
these blessings to the souls of men, and that 
by those wonderful works which he hath 
sent him to do for the relief of their 
bodies. 

28. These men were so suddenly dis- 
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they unto him, gusted with this spiritual doctrine, that th 

What shall we replied in this manner: We who have t 

do, that we law of Moses, do already know what wor 

might work the God requires ; and canst thou tell us wh 

works of God? — will be more pleasing to him than our kee 
ing of the law? 

29. Jesus an- 29. Jesus answered, God hath sent f 
swered and said Son into the world to reveal a better doctrir 
unto them, This and to prescribe a better life than Mor 
is the work of did; and that work pleasing to God, a 
God, that ye necessary to your salvation, which you mt 
believe on him do, is in short this: to believe in him whc 
whom he hath God hath sent, and to take his word { 
sent. your security, in doing all that he requires 

30. They said 30. But they were fo strangely prejudic 
therefore unto against Jesus, upon his calling them off fre 
him, What sign the cares of this world to a heavenly | 
shewest thou anda better hope, that the late miracle { 
then, that we which they had so extolled him (ver. 1¢ 
may see, and be- was now in their opinion nothing at 4 
lieve thee? what And so they replied to him, as if they h 
dost thou work? said: If thou pretendest to a higher d 

trine than Moses taught, why dost not th 
shew us equal, if not greater signs a 
wonders than he wrought, that we may 1 
them, and believe ‘thee for their sak 
What dost thou perform answerable to su 
a mighty faith as thou requirest of us? 


Nores.—Ver. 30. This sudden turn of theirs was so strange, that G 
tius does not allow those that said this to be the same persons that w 
fed in the wilderness the day before. But I can see no reason for 
opinion ; for the Evangelist plainly seems to continue the relation, fa: 
the same persons; and it is no unusual thing for men, either to keep 
alter their persuasions, as they are led by their prejudices and intere 
And our Saviour told those that had been fed in the wilderness, that t 
followed him for worldly advantages, and not for instruction in spirit 
and heavenly matters, ver. 26. So that finding themselves disappointed 
‘was not unlikely that they would fall in their opinion of him. Towh 
we may add, that one main design of his following discourse was to sh 
that external evidence was not sufficient to create faith, without the inw 
preparation of a sincere and honest mind; which was very pertinen 
the case of those men who were made confident that Jesus was that F 
phet, by the late miracle, till they found that his doctrine was contrary 
‘their worldly affections. For which reasons, I have chose to continue 
discourse in the paraphrase as the text seems to direct, i. ¢. between Je 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 61 


and the same persons that spake to him, ver. 25, rather than to substitute 
other , for which there is neither authority of the text, nor any 
need upon the account of avoiding inconvenience, 


31. Our fa- 
thers did ee 
manna in the 
desert ; as it is 
written, He gave 
them bread from 
heaven to eat. 


52. ThenJesus 
said unto them, 
Verily, verily, 
I say unto you, 
Moses gave you 
not that bread 
Sromheaven; but 
‘my Father giveth 
you the true 
bread from hea- 
ven. 


33.-For the 
bread of God is 
he which cometh 
down from hea- 
ven, and eer 
ife unto ti 
oat 


31. It is true, that in our need thou 
gayest us bread to eat, making five loaves to 
serve above five thousand of us. But what 
was this to Moses’s feeding our fathers in 
the desert, who were vastly many more, and 
this for forty ears, with manna also, which 
‘was not eat food, such as we eat yester- 

, but bread from heaven, as we are taught 
lxxviii. 25. 

™ 52. Now the reply that Jesus made to 
this, supposed that these men wanted not 
ealbae tiie Gorag x CU? and that 
they ought not to compare the manna which 
their fathers eat_with the bread that he had 
given them the day before, but rather, with 
that inestimable blessing which God had now 
bestowed upon them, in giving his Son for 
the life of the world. And in this he pur- 
sued his constant design, of taking off their 


affections from worldly, and directing them 
ise heavenly things. For he answered them 
this effect : you magnify 


ta for fathers bread from 
heave, Fa oat eae not from that 
eaven which is the place of ae 
but only from that region of the airs wi 
it be also called heaven, shall at last 
with the earth. But now God offereth 
unto you that which, in the most excellent 
sense, is SC aharisnly bread, and which indeed 
comes from the place where his majesty 
dwelleth. 
33. Whereas also you sel Moe fe 
preserving the lives of our fathers in 
wilderness, so long ache did ; you may 
consider it was but a short life at longest, 
which that bread served to sustain. But he 
whom God hath now sent from heaven, is 
indeed, and desires therefore to be called 
the true bread, because he can preserye you 
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to eternal life. And lastly, the bread which. 
Moses gave you fathers, did indeed serve a 
great many ; yet they were but a very few 
in comparison, for that which I speak of, 1s 
sufficient to give eternal life to the whole 
world. 

34. They replied hereupon: We desire 
no other bread than this which thou 50 
highly magnifiest, give us but such bread 
give us this always as this, and without all question we 
bread. shall believe thee. 


Ver. 34. They are still the same persons that speak, for there is yet no 
reason to sup the contrary. And by this saying, it seems they under- 
stood Jesus as if he had spoken to them of bread from heaven, in the 
literal and gross sense, and by giving that to them, from day to day, had 
promised to make them live for ever; so that from his last words, they 
seemed to conceive some better hope of him again, and that he would go 
on to fill their bellies every day. Therefore they spake to him now with 
more respect. So hard it was even for Jesus to bring them to any under- 
standing, or sense of things that concerned their minds, though he would 
lead them thereunto, by allusion to things grateful to their senses. And 
this indeed was the general temper of the Jews in our Saviour’s days, 
who were also in this respect rather worse than their forefathers. It was 
just such another answer that the Samaritan woman made to a like speech 


34. Then said 
they unto him, 
Lord, evermore 


of our Lord, as you may see, ch. iv. 13, 14, 15. 


35. And Jesus 
said unto them, I 
am the bread of 
life: he that 
cometh to me 
shall never hun- 
ger ; and he that 
believeth on me, 
shall never 
thirst. 


36. But Isaid 
unto you, That 
ye also haveseen 
me, and believe 
not. 


35. Jesus answered: If you understand 
me aright, you have your wish. I do not 
now discourse of those signs which you de- 
sire to see, before you believe (for you have 
already had signs in abundance), but of the 
far greater benefits which you will gain by 
believing in me, than your fathers had from 
Moses. I tell you, therefore, that I am the 
bread of everlasting life; and he that be- 
lieveth in me, and submitteth to my doc- 
trine, hath the bread and water of life, and 
shall hunger and thirst no more; for he 
shall need no other means of obtaining ever- 
lasting life, than to become my disciple. 

36. Do not think that I take that for 
granted which I ought to prove, for you 
have already seen enough to convince you 
that I speak the truth. But as I told you 
before (ver. 26), signs and miracles will not - 
work true faith in you so long as you follow 
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me for temporal benefits, prelngnsn 
learned to spiritual good things an 
everlasting pteetree a 
all the enjoyments of this world whatsoever. 


‘Ver. 36. These persons, of whom our Lord said that they believed 
not, were those very men, who the day before, having seen the miracle 
which he did, said, ‘This is of a truth that Prophet that should come 


good doctrine, and not to pamper their bodies. ' Which is a plain instance 
peek aegis be rs vehi or co Brerertcary: baile air 
case, the same evidence which convinced these men, while they took our 
Saviour to be a benefactor to their bodies, had lost all its force with them 
‘when they once perceived that his great business was, to save their souls. 
Some also of our Lord’s disciples were of this disposition; and it had 
the same effect upon them, as you may see, ver. 64, 

37.All that the 37. So that the reason why you believe 
Father giveth ati rate: ota Perec oe yt 
me shall come to a good and honest heart to receive the truth. 
me; and him And now I tell you, that the Father, who 
that cometh to would have all to be saved, does not expect 
me I will in no that I should give a account of any 
wise cast out. other persons, but heii hieaes: 


the world (ver. 51), I am not bound to 
bring those to faith and salvation, that ob- 
stinately set themselves against all that. 
evidence which is sufficient for honest minds. 


64 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


heart to be from the Lord: neither does this hinder, but that our Lord 
must be understood to have done what was fit to prepare those whom he 
found so adverse as these men were. (See notes on ver. 45.) But the mean- 
ing is, that if men obstinately persisted in their sensual and worldly prejudices 
against the truth, God had provided no remedy for such men. And there- 
fore, as St. Chrysostom shews, we must not argue in this manner: viz. If 
‘* every one whom the Father draweth, or giveth, cometh to Christ, and 
none else; then those whom the Father giveth not, are discharged of all 
fault, and cannot justly be accused. For, says he, these are vain words 
and mere pretences ; since the free choice of our own wills must go to the 
effecting of this matter: for to be taught, and to believe, depends much 
upon our own choosing. 


38. For I came 
down from hea- 
ven, not to do 
mine own will, 
but the will of 


38. For in this matter, as well as in all 
others, I do what is as much the Father’s 
will, as my own. And I came from heaven 
to do it, and cannot depart from it. Observe 
therefore what I say. 


him that sent me. 
39. And this | 39. It was his pleasure to commit to my 
ts the Father's care, all persons of honest and well-disposed 


will which hath 
sent me, that o 

allwhichhe hath 
given me, I 
should lose no- 


minds, that not one of them should be lost, 
but that I should do all things which would . 
bring them to faith and repentance, and 
should take care of their salvation from the 
first to the last ; even till I shall raise them 


thing, butshould from the dead at the last day. 
rae wi up 

again at the 

last day. 


Ver. 39. Although the wicked shall be raised up at the last day, by the 
power of Jesus, as well as the just, yet when the resurrection is simply 
mentioned, it is commonly understood of the resurrection to eternal life, 
i. e. the resurrection of the just. And by speaking of this resurrection at 
the last day, our Lord did now put them out of doubt, that he meant not 
to pamper their bodies, and to take care for their pleasures in this life ; 
but that he spake to them of a better life after this, and the means of at- 


taining it. 

40. And this 
ts the will of 
him that sent 
me, that every 
one which seeth 
the Son, and be- 
lieveth on him, 
may have ever- 


40. For it was his decree also, that every 
one who seeing the works that I do (ver. 36), 
and attentively considering the evidence, 
whereby it appears that I came from God, 
does thereupon believe and follow my doc- 
trine, that he, I say, should have everlast- 
ing life, and that I should for that end 
raise him up at the last day. Now as my 
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lasting life; and Father doth not expect that I should save 
Twill raise him any but those that believe and obey the 
up at the last Gospel; s0 neither doth he expect that I 
day. should bring any to faith, but those that - 
ieataciatls dispositions. But if men 
obstinately set themselves to oppose all 
bse ab eayistiin and reformation, it was 


I eaiesooeemtin pavionid ook 
‘of God, viz. an honest and godly disposition, is an argument that he laid 
great stress upon it; and that indeed this was the main thing they were 
to take pains with themselves about. For the outward evidence was given 
them whether they would or not; but the inward preparation, without 
which the outward evidence would do them no good at all, must in some 
part be their own work as well as God's ; which was plain, from Christ’s 
speaking to them so much about it as he did. For if it was not their own 
fault that they were not inwardly prepared ; and if it was impossible for 
them to do anything considerable towards it, his reproof had seemed some- 
thing unreasonable and unjust ; and if they had so understood it, they had 
not been wanting to tell him so. 

Al. The Jews 41. But the people were by no means 
then murmured pleased with what Jesus said; for they ex- 
at him, because pected he would give them bread from hea- 
he said, I am See serio A arin 
the bread which (ver. 34), but now th ih ee plainly es 
came down from ‘by the bread of 
heaven. 


42. And they —_ 42. aid cn eo acts WAR 
eR aia Sis posts ed es Ratan te Nia os 
Jesus, the son of Mary, pretenc things 
Joseph, whose of himsele? How Pee hae ~ 
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father and mo- ven, who was born into this world as. other 

ther we know? men are, and in as mean circumstances as. 

how is it then the most? ¥ 

that he saith, . 

I came down 

Srom heaven? 

Pose emer caterer apetcin 
fil'nadt lose Stine) ising difficulties ab 

and said unto ; 

them, Murmur 

not among your- 

selves, 


Ver, 44. St, Chrysostom observes, that upon saying the Mi 
confidently affirmed, that nothing was in our own power: for, said they, 
“Ifa man.comes to him what needs he to be drawn? But, says I 
this does not take away all power over our own actions, but rather shew 
that we stand in need of God’s help, and that not every negligent 
but he that takes great pains with himself, will come to Christ.” ‘ 
true sense of this verse is more largely expressed in the Paraphrase, and, 
in notes upon ver. 37. 
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more remarkably A 
learned of the he did since the world began: and there~ 
Father, cometh fore if any man remains in unbelief, or re- 
unto me. fuses to obey, it cannot be for want of 


become his disciple. ; 
Ver. 45. The 54th chapter of Isaiah containeth a description of God's 


gracious care and providence over his Church; one instance whereof, ver, 
sa tha cy lls lhe ef God Wish 


men by divine testimonies, that he had sent his Son into 
‘the world for that For these reasons, all that believe in Christ 
are taught of God. Now the force of our Saviour's it, from this pre- 
diction, lies in this : if God hath iised to reveal to men the 
of saving truth, and to convince them that he doth reveal it; then no man 
be. jody hi Bed means of instruction 
conviction ; and , every man that is not power 
of Tages and interests, wil be esctually it upon by them, 
And ym from such prejudices, our Lord here calls hearing and 
of the Father, which is the same with given or drawn to 
Christ ‘used before) ; and this intimates i i: someting 
we do the preparing ourselves ; and that we may also hinder 
for and learning are voluntary actions. A man may stop his ears 
and alienate his mind from what is suggested to him : 
something men may do to attain that honest heart which the 
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47. Verily, 47. Take notice therefore — . 
verily,I say unto The will of my Father, whi me 
ios. die thd. makes Known to yoo, 14 Ch, Sxenatae 
believeth on me receiveth my doctrine, firmly believing it, 
hath everlasting and submitting his heart and soul to it, 
life. shall as surely obtain everlasting life, as if 

he were possessed of it already. 

Ver.47 This saying of our Saviour explains all that he says about the 
necessity of eating, &c. shewing clearly, that he meant the of 
Delee all bin crerlanng lf, then he ete Chet, ecco 

obtain ever , 
his meaning in this chapter, that believeth in him. 
48. Tam that 48, And therefore, as I told you before, 
bread of life. you are to look upon me as the true bread. 
of life, whereof I have been speaking to you; 
for I came down from heaven to guide you 
to everlasting life. en 

Ver. 48. Hi Lord calleth himself bread agai plying 
gece tal i on oe 
weare in such a sense to eat Christ, as that is wherein he is bread. But 
man will say, that Jesus was, or can be properly bread ; therefore it is not 


‘TRANSUBSTANTIATION, 69 


i hosoever: i 
cometh down to everlasting life : for I brit a doctrine, 
Sromheaven,that the belief and Bbiaienter wlio will avail 
@ man may eat to your salvation; and I who bring it, am 
thereof, and not come with the highest authority to require 
die. your faith, and with divine testimonies of 
my authority to justify your faith; so that 
nothing is wanting to secure your salvation, 
but forwardness on your own parts to eat 
this heavenly food that I invite you to feast 
upon, now it is brought ac 


F irtie yee eon heaven, and abun- 
dantly God hath testified that I come from 
pot S aagtiadboning a leoll yA 
consid ese things, you lo like 
Sona believe what I say, and 
receive my doctrine into your hearts 
and souls, and give thanks to for his 
unspeakable gift, 
is the first place where our Saviour, in 


Pe co dultag Rises eevee belevne ‘im aa), 
figure of calling in (ver. » 
i Fe thn SUN peta here har alne cols hmosld Cho beck oy 


eating him. 
Bape eet cre in tncs tis tees eoeeniae Gr cayteg, bo tat eae 
me, but he that cometh to me, i.e. who is my disciple, shall never hunger ; 
and he that believeth on me (1 ‘that drinketh me) shall never thirst 
which makes it very plain, that by eating here, we are to understand 
Sok gor poe‘ be Unis tho objet of balevog, we're toro fa 
not that he limits the object o y We are to 
‘abu ht a speaking o his whole doce 
whosoever does shall 
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flesh of Christ was to bread properly. Fon be i ee 
wl gy Anh fiesh.”” But, 2. It is much more reasonable to 


derstand the giving’ of his flesh to'be bread, 9 Ss eee 
of this Kind of expresions throughoat the pegteng me 


from verse 32, to this very clause in 


nacre Tntfastoo, tat ho Siang 


man give us his throats, as 
flesh to eat ? manna, and 


53.ThenJesus 53. But no’ this perverse 
said unto them, construction of his words, ee oe 
Ferily, verily, I think fit to deliver his nena te 
say unto you, per expressions as might avoi 
Except ye eat of these unreasonable men, but ie 
the flesh of the awhile a further explication of hi 
Son of man, and vehemently repeated his bering rec under 
drink his blood, such seedy and figurative 
ye have no life as they had hitherto given him ji 
mn you, sion to use ; saa signify that he 
die a violent an bloody death for eat 
vation of mankind: to that expression 
eating his flesh, he added another, of ot 
his blood ; affirming, that except 
‘id this, they ‘must. not Fite cea 
As ifhe said, cc tcert 
merit of that sacrifice witch I Shall ine for 
the sins of the world, and own me for your 


E 5 tennbos 6. 
the will of God, er ee 
wve eternal 


Tbecause then it) would infer a necessity of 
the people's receiving the an argument ad fomines, plain 
"Neither ia to be at by fing that does not 
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eateth my flesh, my death to be a sacrifice 

and drinketh my the world, and does thereby learn that duty 

blood, dwelleth which it teacheth, and receive that comfort 

in me, and I in which it affordeth, he will love me, and 

him. devote himself entirely to my service, be- 
cause I have thus humbled myself; though 


ticular care I eT express wlled 7: 

who have a true sense of my sin 
their behalf, who make aright use of t 

and return that thankfulness and 

which their faith requires.” (1 Tim. iv. 0) 


i in him, signifies 
upon the doing of his will, and the delight they have in knowing them- 
selyes to be always in his presence. 

57, As the 57. “And one remarkable ane 
living Father (and that of weight enough to you 
hath sent me, consider what I say) of my love to. 
and Tlive by the every such believer, is what I have told 
Father: so he already, and I do earnestly repeat it apne 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 77 


that eateth me, as sure as the Father who sent me will 
page shall Hitadpre Ck 5 pchoblicp bebe Rien 
i me. raise up every one to everlasting life that 

pete my dating, aad veh by is 


Ver. 57. Here our Lord seems to leave the special consideration of his 
sufferings and death, and to speak now of his whole doctrine, as he had 
done before; for as by eating his flesh and drinking his blood, we are 
to understand believing the meritand instruction of his death, &c. so by 
eating him, we are taught before (rat § 35,47, 50) to understand believing 
him in general, that is, believing all his doctrine. 

58. This is 58. “Mark therefore what I said to you 
thatbread which (ver. 33, 35) at first, that I am that true 
came down from read from heaven, wherewith the manna 
eeepaikee dia that your fathers éat, and the\hread which 
your fat! ie tat yesterday, aro-not fo be comy 

d for they” Geneon for nothing but to 
are dead. He preserve a mortal life for a short time ; 
that eateth of whereas he that feedeth upon the word 
this bread shall and doctrine which God hath sent you from 
live for ever. heaven, shall be raised from the dead, to 

ascend thither, and to live there for ever.” 

Ver. 58. Here he concludes all, with returning to the same thing, and 
tag the ery expressions that he began withal (ver. 32, 35, 50), than 

n 


which we need not a clearer proof, that he all along spake in the same style, 
and in those of ‘ing, ‘the 
manna and the loaves in the wilderness; which gave occasion to all this 

discourse. 
59.Thesethings pa These w Cane he said publicly in the 
said he in the ae the people, 
synagogue, ashe “nen in the’ wilderness, found 
taught in Caper- him (oon 24 25), and gave him the 
naum. occasion of in this manner, by 
fol him for the loaves (ver. 26), and 


(when found themselves disappointed) 
eh setting the manna which Moses gave 
their fathers against the feeding so "td 
thousands the day before (ver. 3). 

the great end of his discourse 

casion, was, sailed yeaeiinly bank worldly 
to heavenly things, and to make them more 
desirous of the ‘itual and heavenly 

benefits of his mi than of the bodily 
relief which they had found by them. 


63. It is the 
spirit that quick- 
eneth; the flesh 
profiteth ~ no- 
he ae speak 
that 
unto you, they 
are spirit, and 
they are life. 


an 
‘im. . 
62. “When you shall see me ascend up 
to heaven, it will not seem strange 
caine ash vin ee, See 

en it will remain should 
eat my flesh and drink my 1308 y 
be sure I do sot can Se 
on my flesh, drinking 
whi  Seaningeveg shes toed 
for my body will then be too far 
from the conversation of mortal men, to be 
capable of being so used, ~ oat 
63. “No; when I speak to you of 
conditions of obtaining everlasting life, 
siete anace Dood 
eating my fies! inking my 

yet you had reason to understand me of, 
‘ritual actions, which do indeed tend 
the bettecnm-of the ieard Si For th 
are such things only that feed the soul, 
mares ty seal hi ea 
yurpose tl profiteth nothing ; no, not 
aoe flesh, i yuu atcrld est ita teat 
as you understand my sayings: for even 
this would be but bodily nourishment, but 
would have no influence upon the mind. 
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cc ti ma Neen ae 


64, But there 
are some 0) 
that ‘elie, Mis 
For roe knew 
Alger rip a 
ning who they 
were that be- 
lieved not, and 
who should be- 
tray him. 

65. And he 
said, Therefore 
said I unto you, 
that no man can 
come unto me, 

it it were 
given unto himof 
my Father. 


66. From that 
time many of his 
disciples went 
back, andwatked 
no more with 
him. 

67. Then said 
Jesus unto the 
twelve, Will ye 
also go away 


68. Then Si- 
mon Peter an: 


his disciple, Jesus knew how he stood 
affected him. Aula e 
know who’ of the multitude that 

im woold revel, but kent ee 
Apostles would betray him. See ver. 36. 
Nests \ eeu ee 

there were some amongst | 

therefore I Thought ft €o tell yom bots 
(ver. 37, 39, 44), that. my doctrine would 


ever be. heartily, antenatal 


i 
a 
sf 


those whom had prepared 
enduing them with a mind willing to learn, 
and with a prevailing desire of obtaining 


ae 
. Upon lose 

doctrine to tha pera: those 
cere disciples of his ; they tae 


it 
urpose to dissemble, resolyed to pr 
themselves his disciples no longer, and we 
off from him without more ado. 
67. Jesus seeing them turn their 
upon him, took this occasion, both to 
it some of his disciples were sincere, 
that he cared not to be followed by any 
not 


é 
TE TEE 


FEE 


those that were willing; and therefore 
said to the twelve, You see I do 
men to follow me, but that I 
spa if will go. Now what 
all ye continue my di 
follow the example of these men, and 


away? 
weB. ‘Whereupon Peter (who was still the 
most forward speaker in his Master’s cause) 


{ 


Bs 
Hie 
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swered him, answered for himself and the rest; Lord, 
Lord, to whom our greatest concern is to attain eternal life ; 
shall we go? and there is none other but thyself who can 


<5 
them) (ver. 63), that we may live for ever. 

Ver. 68. “ Thou hast the words of eternal life.” This saying of St. 
‘Peter confirms the interpretation I have given of ver. 63. For here he 
‘seems plainly to repeat our Lord’s sense almost in the same words ; “the 
words that I speak unto you, they are life;’” or, the words of eternal life : 
as if St, Peter had said, We do not understand thee in that gross and 
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s ts: a 
words of eternal life ;” I think a reasonable man must acknowledge, that 
St. Peter did not understand our Saviour’s expressions as the perverse 
Jews understood them. 


Ver. 69. And St. Peter having thus shewed plainly enough what he 
understood by the flesh and blood of Jesus, viz. his doctrine, or words of 
VoL, Ix. G 
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eternal life ; he shews as plainly in this verse what he and the rest under- 
stood by eating, viz. believing, as Jesus himself had explained it before, 
verse 47. Therefore, says he, ‘‘ And we believe and are sure,’’ &c. So 
that by what St. Peter said upon this occasion, it appears sufficiently, 
that if Jesus had meant the literal and gross sense, the Jews and the 
disciples that forsook him understood him aright ; and Peter, and the rest 
of the apostles and disciples that staid, mistook him ; which is certain they 
did not, because our Saviour approved what St. Peter said in the name of 
all the rest. And in the interpretation of our Saviour’s words, it is, I 
believe, more safe to follow St. Peter, with the approbation of our Saviour, 
than to follow any of his successors without it. 


70. Jesus an- 


70. But this being spoken in the name 


swered them, of all, Jesus, to shew that he as well under- 
Have not I cho- stood the hearts of his twelve apostles, as 
sen you twelve, he did of the multitude of his disciples 
and one of you (ver. 64), answered them to this purpose: 
is a devil ? What one of you hath said in behalf of all, 
is true of all but one. I have indeed chosen 

you twelve before all my other disciples, to 

be my chief companions and ministers ; but 

there is one of you who already hates me, 

and is treacherously bent to do me mischief. 

71. Hespake $71. Though he did not mention Judas 
of Judas Is- the traitor, yet he meant him, and not any 


cariot, the son other of the apostles. 
of Stmon: for 

he it was that 

should betray 

him, being one of 

the twelve. 


THE CONCLUSION. 


Anp now I heartily beseech all into whose hands these 
papers may chance to come, not to think that this chapter is to 
be done withal, when they are once satisfied what our Lord’s 
meaning was in those expressions of “ eating him,” and the 
like; but that they would please to attend to the reason and 
end of these and such kind of sayings; which will convince 
them, I doubt not, that this excellent chapter is fit to be thought 
of, and laid to heart every day they live. 

Great pity it is, that this portion of God’s word also should 
come to be a bone of contention ; which was designed to beget 
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and im in the of Jesus, a of true wisdom 
" to ela them na hal Ue 
pris our Lord aimed at in all this dis- 
Waite, sass to eds ti concerned in good earnest for 
ip Seer sary Co rei apes Sep eer man 
that mindeth how often those return, of 
life,” and. ‘living for ever,” being “ “raised up at the last 
day.” Now this indeed seemed to be his great design in almost 
all his sermons and applications to the people ; from whence we 
may gather this profitable instruction, that men were more or 


Bt in this chapter, an nse other cher i pci 
instruction tending to this purpose, which we ought all of us 
very to consider, not i it, because it is 

plain, but ing much of it, enact | 
cautwion er by our Lord himself. And itis in short 


so thoughtful and it in our temy interests, 
should be ashamed, and count ourselves our worldly 
cares, if we are not much more careful to work out our salvation. 
This was the method our Lord took to bring those to 
wisdom ; and therefore he represented to them the means and 
conditions of ever! ; life, under the names of those 

which their hearts had been most set upon, i.e. 

and eating, and. acme paar ond srptare ne 


cf oem 7 a ermerayinet proceeds in his 

the spiritual benefits which he had in 
eae trans tread ocala aniietien” eee 
benefits, eating and drinking ; ever and anon letting them know, 
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the necessity of faith and repentance, and a 
ife to the people, under so many figurative expressions as 
find he used, wis. to lead them by temporal ‘to the 
of things eternal, and to raise their minds from earth to 
by a most familiar and convincing way of arguing with 
from earthly things themselves. “Therefore, if he found 
valuing themselyes upon their liberty, or careful for 
labouring for wealth, or solicitous for food: he called s 
sometimes, and sometimes his doctrine, and their 
it, liberty, life, and treasure, and meat, and drink, 
required ; and this to let them understand, that 
more real good to be found in faith and piety, than 
or any other kind of worldly advantages; and that 
reason they had to be concerned for these transitory enj 
they had much more to be careful in receiving as 
those spiritual good things which he came to confer e 

If therefore we will suffer ourselves to be instructed by such 


fa. 


i 


Cn 


fi. 


Hl 


to reflect often upon matters of greater concernment, 1 
we are ine erat the onde desi of this life, and 
pursuing the lawful business thereof ; and so we should in some 
measure preach to ourselves, as Christ once did to his hearers 
when he was upon earth. : ff 
And we should not think that the Jews only had need of 
this kind of instruction, who, I confess, had been educated 
under a law, that promised little else besides temporal advan- 
tages to those that observed it; but that we ourselves, who 
know the great blessings promised in the Gospel to be spiritual 
and eternal, stand in need also of such admonitions as these 


a 
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‘are: for the cares of this world, and the love of its riches, and 
pleasures, and honours, are as apt to take hold of us, as they 
were of the Jews, if we do not take pains to affect ourselves 
deeply with that truth concerning another life, which our Lord 
Jesus hath revealed, and to the belief of which we have been 
educated in his Church. And if we have less prejudice against 
‘these doctrines than the Jews had, and yet are swallowed up 

with this world as much as th weer we Ai Loe thease 
excusable. So that undoubtedly the advantage we have over 
them should make us the more concerned to lay these things 
to heart ; because we are so much the more to blame, if know- 
ing these things almost from our infaney, we do not practise 


Nay, when the profession of the true faith does bring in 

worldly advantages, there seems to be as much (if not more) 
reason to reflect in this manner upon ourselves, as when nothing 
was to be Oka NIE QE eg IE 
‘We are ore doubtless to remember, that the “ 
Christ is not of this world,” a Gard Ghee pe tee 
life are not the rewards which he hath promised ; but that by 
setting our hearts inordinately upon that worldly ease and pro- 
fit which we enjoy by the NE eae of true Christianity, we 
are in the way of losing fruit thereof which will last for 
ever, and the Kae oe of ‘tieh was all that our Lord used to 
invite men to become his disciples. 

If we follow Christ for the ibavels we shall forsake him when 
we find ourselves erent 3 as the Jews at Capernaum did, 
and take occasions and rretences so to do as easily as they and 
some of his own disciples found them. For we are not to 
think, that that saying, “ boss ye eat the flesh,” &c., was the 
true cause of their goin; him, but only such a plau- 
sible oceasion as th eh a good while waited for. The reason 
of their offence at the bottom, was, that they had long since 
perceived our Saviour was not likely to sat their worldly 
serene, and they did not believe it worth their while to 

him for a reward in another life ; which prejudice against 
him had destroyed all their faith, as he told them himself, 
«There are some among you that believe not,” ver. 64. They 
were those that said, yer. 60, “This is an hard saying, who 
can hear it?” For it is not said, that all, but only, “ Many 
of his disciples when they had heard this, said, is an 
hard,”’ &c., viz. those very men of whom he said, “ But there 
are some among you that believe not,” ver. 64, i. e. who had 
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followed him for worldly advantages, as the Jews did from the 
Ginnie maereer of whom eases said the | 


to consider what care we are at for these mortal bodies, 
this worldly life ; and what reason there is to be inec 
more concerned for a blessed resurrection to eternal life ; 
I make not the least doubt, is the great instruction we are to 
learn from these itive discourses of our blessed Saviour. 
And if we constantly have it in our eye, it will not only render 
the meaning of this elieptan very. plain ag of it, 
if we should read it every day we live, very useful to us, 

And indeed, those parts of God’s word which are 
designed to work in us a deep concern for everlasting | 
to be very present to our minds, and to dwell richly in us, 
we may be always well provided fo resist the temptations of the 
world. For which reason we should often think of those lessons 
of our Saviour: “Lay not up for yourselves treasure upon 
earth, where moth ma rust doth corrupt, and. where thieves. 
break through and steal: but lay up for yourselves treasure i 
heayen, where neither moth,” &ec. « Be not afraid 
them that kill the body, and after that have no more that th 
ean do. But I will forewarn you whom ye shall fear: fear 
Bpaaaeh after he bath killed hath Me a tae ae 
yea, I say unto you, im.” in thi 3 
Wi ahom nck fee tae west sphich venahedts bat Soc dee aaa 
endureth to everlasting life, which the Son of man shall give 


‘unto you.” 

Mie nieuenier scot t to di us of all 
care for our life and welfare in world, St. na 
thought it needful to observe upon the last of them, our 


Lord did not intend to countenance laziness, who himself said, 
“It ismore blessed to give than to receive :” and that St- 
Panl admonisheth a man to “work with his hands the thi 
that is good, that he may have to give to him that needeth. 
But since these exhortations run, as if we were to be absolutely 
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careful we to be not to miss of eternal salvation ? 

Which kind of reflections are the more necessary for us, 
the more deeply we are engaged in this world. For we do not 
only “labour for the meat that perisheth,” that is, for just 

to serve the necessities of life; but we would be at 
ease beside, and live in reasonable plenty, and enjoy what is 
convenient for the as well as the sustenance of life; 
and they are v that know when to make an end of mul- 
tiplying riches, when once they are got into the way of increase. 
But are we thus concerned for an end of infinitely greater mo- 
ment? Or rather, do not these very worldly cares reprove 
our negligence about better and greater things, while perhaps 
we do no more towards our salvation than to avoid the grossest 
sins of all, but take little tho FOR SOS Rea a) 
in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ ?” 

‘The whole strain of our Saviour’s discourse in this chapter 
naturally leads to such considerations as these: and if we 
mind them in good earnest, they will by the grace of God, 
moderate our affections and cares about this world in the first 
place ; and then leave all that concern for spe iern transi- 
tory good thi which we cannot be without, as a 
Rita inane beinch: more” thooghéful for*onr éverisating 
salvation, and to make it the greatest business of our lives, by 

and good works, to lay up for ourselves treasure in 
ieaven, and to lay the stress of our comfort whilst we are here, 
in the joyful hope of being raised up at the last day to live for 
ever. Amen, 
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A POSTSCRIPT. 


Since these papers were almost printed off, I me with Dr. 
Godden’s Sermon upon St. Peter’s Day; in which he endea- 
vours, from some passages in this chapter, to infer the sub- 
stantial change of the bread and wine in the eucharist into 
the body and blood of Christ: but upon the most impartial 
judgment that I can make of his performance, I do not find 
that he offers any colour of argument for his conclusion, which 
I have not prevented. And therefore, instead of stopping these 
papers for the sake of his sermon, I think it fair enough to 
say to him, and to the world, that I can see no reason obliging 
me to do it. 
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cient and the present Church to @ consent 
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tion given it, by his worthy Answerer :* and so all the other 
testimonies in the rest of them, that are of any seeming 
and moment, have received answers to them other me 
pacoolarly from the learned author of the Doctrine of the 
‘rinity and Transubstantiation comy Part I. 
If any thing, after all, seems to be wanting on our it 


from the ancients, made faithfully and impartially, wherein 
their true sense in these matters may be clearly seen and viewed, 
and thereby their dissent from this Church appear plainly, in 
those things that either constitute this doctrine, or are neces- 
sary consequents of it. And this is that which I have under- 
eee ing papers ; wherein as the usefulness of the 


fhe seapmeree pred semmer tba suffer himself 
to be determined in his opinions concerning this controversy, 
emesis the evidence of truth here offered for his eonyie- 
tion. If the differences (which the annexed contents of the 
chapters give an account of) are of such a nature, and stand 
at such a wide distance, that it is impossible ever to bri 
transubstantiation to shake hands with them as friends ; and 
the two Churches, the ancient and the present Roman, are 
really divided and disagreeing, as I pretend to haye demon- 
strated, in those points, it will then, I hope, hereafter be 
ridiculous to talk confidently of a consent of Fathers, and of 
a cloud of witnesses on their side. 
* Veteres Vindicati. 
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plstco, compared wich tuk, hat T ‘baat deo to be 
reputation, to 
confuted and made a convert ; for I am conscious to myself of 
no false Fathers I have cited for true ones ; of no disguising or 
TehietT have th sense, by an ill translation of their words 
Lem therefore set down in their own language), of 

a a ec renee jena ot map corns raaking cane 
"ar a believe that they intended. 

Thave but one request more to make to the unknown 
author of a book, entitled Reason and Authority, &e. who, 
‘mentioning the Defence of the Dublin Letter* (for which I have 
some reason to be concerned), says, ‘That the authorities of 
the Fathers there urged are, as he conceives, in the sense of 
io ee ain garner d Garona he shall endea- 
your to reconcile them to i of the Fathers, 
and to (that which he calls) the preter doctrine of transub- 

stantiation.” oa ie hag desire, when he is about this recon- 


if he shall do to ewer to seamen 
oe nt Beoniee with interest, and to 
present opinion of him; upon his performances in that 


CHAP. I. 
THE FIRST DIFFERENCE 


The Church of Rome is forced to assert a continued series of 
miracles to justify her doctrine of Transubstantiation. But 
the Fathers never mention any miracles in the Eucharist, 
save only the effects of God's powerful grace, working 
great changes in us, and advancing the elements in the 
use of them thereunto, without changing their nature and 
substance. 

To give the reader a view of what wonders are to be believed, 
to what the Trent Council has decreed concerning 

‘Transubstantiation, we need go no further than to the Trent 

Catechism,+ which tells ey there are “ three most wonderful 

things, which the catholic faith, without any doubting, 


* Pag. 119. + Ad Parochos, part. 2. num, 25, [p. 183. Par: 1831-] 
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believes and confesses are -effected in this sacrament, by the 
words of consecration.” “1 
“1, That the true body of Christ, that same which 
was born of the Virgin, and sits at the right of the 
Father, is contained in this sacrament. 
«2, That no substance of the elements remains in it, though 


nothing may seem more and remote from our senses. 
“3. What is easily from both, that the accidents, 
which are seen with our eyes, or are perceived by our other 
senses, are without any subject (in which oe subsist) in a 
manner, not to be explained. So that all the accidents 


of bread and wine may be seen, which yet inhere in no sub- 
stance, but subsist by themselves, since the substance of the 
bread and wine are so changed into the very body and blood 
pete pe that the substance of bread and wine cease wholly 
to be.’ 

But others of the Romish writers have made a larger and 
more particular enumeration of the miracles, in the 
eucharist, which no created power can effect, but God’s 
omnipotency alone. I will give them in the words of the 
Jesuit eta oro boas these nineatiaste inct miracles. 

éS0% same ‘ist remaining in heayen, not departing 
thence, and without any local mutation, is really and cor- 
porally in the sacrament of the eucharist. 

“2. Nor is he thus there only in one consecrated host, but 
is together in all hosts consecrated throughout the whole earth, 

“3. Though the body of Christ in the sacrament has all its 
quantity and colour, and other sensible qualities; yet as itis 
in the sacrament, it is neither there visibly nor quantitatively 
as to its situs, and extension unto place. 

“4. Though the body of Christ be in itself greater than a 
consecrated host, yet according to the (esse) being it has 
there, it is whole in that host; nor only whole in the whole 
consecrated host, but also whole in every part thereof. 

“5. If those accidents of the consecrated host be corrupted, 
and it should happen that of them worms, or any other animal 
be generated, there is a great miracle in their ion = 
either the materia prima is created anew, out of which the 
substantial form of those animals is produced, as many divines 
now think ; or, according to St. Thomas, which seems to be a 


* In Joan. c. 6. Disp. 16. num. 48. 
+ Quantum ad situm, et extensionem ejus ad locum. 
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greater miracle, seg ee! that was of the consecrated host, 
supplies the place of the materia Tae and in it is produced 
the substantial form of those animals which are generated from 


“6. The very conversion of bread and wine into the body 
and blood of Christ, which is properly called by divines tran- 
substantiation, is a miracle; for such a teacihntation is 
found in no other and is besides all the order and course 
of nature, and can be made by no created power, but by God’s 
omnipotency alone. 

«<7, The manner by which such transubstantiation is made, is 
not without a tvaale for it is made by the words of consecra- 
tion, pronounced rightly, and as it ought, by a priest. Therefore, 
as naturally supposing the last disposition in matter to produce 
the form of fire, the form of fire is infallibly produced in that 
matter: so the words of consecration being pronounced by the 
priest, Christ himself is infallibly in that consecrated host. 

8. After consecration, the whole substance of bread and 
wine ceasing to be, yet their accidents do not cease, but remain : 
neither di a they remain inhering in any other subject, but (per 
se existunt) exist by themselves, which is truly besides and 
above the nature of accidents, whose esse (as the Schools say) 
pede nue Th aaron ee nor remain 

naturally without a subject. 

«9. tly, those accidents of the consecrated host, though 
without the substance of bread and wine, yet have the same 
site virtue hae bread and wine dee suey 
viz. the virtue nourishing, i strengthening the 
body of the person that receives it ; pits et nutrition is made 
by conversion of the sbatanee of the into the substance 

the living creature. 

«By reason of which miracles pees says) the Church sings 
thus inthe hymn for Corpus Christi Day, 

“ Quod non capis, Quod non vides, 


Animosa firmat fides, preter rerum ordinem : 
Etsi sensus deficit, 


‘Prestat fides eapplementum searnum defectai’” 
‘That is, 
“What never yet was understood, 


‘Though cross to all the laws of nature. 
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“ ‘Though sense wil not be brought Walaw ity 
‘A heart sincere may be secure, 7 
And, waving all its sure, 


as be shewn in lars afterwards: here it shall, 
suffice to say in that the Fathers give us this as a 
character of the old heretics, to God's to 
countenance and a colour to their its and absurd 

ions. Thus shai rire ie ‘the Ay — 
that “ pressed with these is re 
that to it is possible.” ‘had Tertaliaay hea 


also urged 
him :+ “If we may so abruptly use this sentence (wiz. that. 
Fe cloaaa esi abaictet le ve anerEN SC 
feign any thing we please of God; as if he had 
use he was able to doit. But pelea oes 
Sigs vee kf: lier De is cine ek ee 
a Tahtire are’ tov ifquirey wi ethees io) aaa 


‘Thus Gregory Nyssen asserts,t «hat the wilt God is the 

Sharsctinwene And Clemens of 

God who is o1 it, will effect nothing that . 

And Origen,|| “When we say that God can do all things, we 
1 


+ 'Yxd robrwy Wupyspevor ray Aeron, katagetyovew mi roy 
Crrete elvae Oey. Orat. 51, [yol. 1. p. 743. Par. 1630.) 
Contr, Praxeam, ¢. 10. Si tam abrupté in presumptionibus 

mt sententia utamur, quidvis de Deo confingere poterimus ; Eee ee 
gps facere potuerit. Non ante quia ‘omnia potest facere, ideo 

lum est illum fecisse, etiam quod non fecerit ; sed an fecerit, 
[p. 505. Par. 1695. oe 

+ Gr. Ny fexaemeron. Micoow rig duvdpewe To Cod 7d 
Spore a Hye. Lop. 6, Par. 165 8.) smelt 

4, propé finem. "Arora yap ob ovvredtost 5 Havro- 

pr ba [p. 641. Yenet. 1789.) 


| L, 5. contr, dxovew roi May, oie im roy 
dyundperuy, od! dean mareey [vol, 1. p. 595. Par. 1733.] 
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Se ie Fo eA a St wah Gs 04 
not exist, and are unintel 
Object. If any object, ae the Fathers often bring in 
instances of God's miraculous (as St. Ambrose does in 
the Red Sea and the river J and in the miraculous eon+ 
ception of our Saviour, &c.) to create faith in men as to the 
ii it in the eucharist. 
Answ. T answer, True indeed ; but then it is to be remem- 
seinen shall hereafter be more pure) that the 
change there is not terminated upon substance of the 
elements, nor is God’s power shewn upon them, to alter their 
nature from what they were before, so as to destroy them ; but 
it is an addition of grace to their nature, and an advancement 
of te Yo profes wonder efits spon waa the wo 
it now the element of water in baptism is no 
more a common thing, but is employed by God to wash away 
craita eotedeetusto: poland be regenerate and renew us 
and in the Paha EHP bread idl wine. @tbdi( in Ahenweheee 
are the food of our bodies, are advanced to be a means to com- 
municate the body and blood of Christ to us, for the nourish- 
ing and refreshii our souls, and to make us partakers of the 
sa effects of his death and ion; which are only 
mir: cues rae: And the Fathers the foremen- 
tioned miracles in nature, to assure us of wonders of 
divine grace. And this they do, not only in the case of the 
eucharist, but of baptism also; where yet none assert any con- 
version of the substance of water into any other thing. “Thus 
St. Ambrose :* Meer sonceires He the Holy Ge without 
the intervention of any man, as St. Matthew tells us: ‘she 
was found with child ot the Holy Shoe If then the Holy 
Spirit coming upon the Vi made her to conceive, &e. we 
need not question “a that the same Spirit coming upon the 
water of baptism, or on him that is tized, does produce 
true regeneration.” And P. Leo Mag. :+ “Christ gave to the 


* De iis qui initiantur, ¢.9. ad finem. Si ergo superveniens 


‘Sanctus in ‘est, et generationis munus im- 
plevit; Non utique dubitandum est, quod in fontem, vel 
super eum qui bay consequetur, veritatem regenerationis operetur, 
[vol. 2. 3a 1690.) 

+ De Nativit, Dom. Ser. 4. Christus dedit aqui, quod dedit matri: 
‘Virtus enim altissimi et obumbratio Spi Sancti, que fecit ut Maria 


Spiritus 
salvatorem, eadem facit ut unda credentem. [Ser. 5. 
Pop. 86. Venck 1793.) Buses 
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seaseiba beleete eo tie meee for the power of the Most 
Holy Spirit, which caused 


High, and the overshadowing ofthe Holy 


Mary to bring forth our Saviour, the same causes the water to 


us,* ‘We must not dispute concerning God’s power when we 
treat of sacraments.” ‘And again, 16 tcy foelnta Seay 
assert in this argument, whatsoever God can do,” 

He was not ignorant of what St. Austin hhad said long 
before,+ who of signs taken to signify other things, 
and instancing in the read’ taken nd conseaied Sa Cleat 
haa aia oe uk betanonnicn are known to men, as 
being made by men, they may have honour given them for 
their relation to religion ; but cannot raise astonishment, as 
miracles or wonders.” Which he could never have said, if he 
had believed the wonders and miracles of transubstantiation. — 

Tisall ennelude this head with snothey eeyhiess Cama 
may be as well applied to the absurd 
which the Roman icadnees eonece eee 
rist, as ever it was to those he there confutes about baptism : 
‘These are the prodigies of your opinions; these are the 
uncouth mysteries of new dogmas; these are the of 
Beteian cheretica miaro,wondertal than hs a aa 
philosophers.—The things you say are wonderful, the things 
you say are new, the things you say are false. We are amazed 
at your wonders, we are cautious against your novelas, 
we confute your falsiti 

But thie difernce being more general, we, go onto more 


* In 3, part. q. 75. art. 1. ‘Now ct: dient’ eta SRE 
ubi de sacramentis tractatur. Ibid. art. 5. Stultum est ponere in hoc 
argumento, quicquid Deus potest facere. 

+ Lib. 3. de ‘Tein. ©, 10. Guia oo omintek ete eee 
hhomines fiunt, honorem tanquam religiosa possunt habere, wap 
quam mira non possunt. (vol. 11. p. 66. Bassan. 1807.) 

EL “ee en tre pol Ya 
trarum, he inopinata mysteria dogmatum novorum, hie 

hwreticorum mirabiliora quim Stoicorum 
Se a ee eee Tete 
stupemus, nova cavemus, falsa convincimus. [Ibid. ole 13. 
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CHAP. II. 
THE SECOND DIFFERENCE. 


The Church of Rome differs from the Fathers, in determining 
what that thing is which Christ calls my Bopy. 


Tue Trent Catechism,* though it does not determine what 
the word Tuts refers to {only telling us, that it must demon- 
strate the whole substance of the thing present), yet it expressly 
denies that it refers to the substance of bread; for it adds, 
“If the substance of bread remained, it seems no way possible 
to be said, that rH1s 1s My Bopy.” So Bellarmine confesses, 
that this s propositan, “this bread is my body,” must be taken 
figuratively, that the bread is the body of Christ _by way of 
signification, or else it is plainly absurd and imy caches “knd 
he acknowledges, t that this proposition, “the wine is the 
Lord’s blood,” teaches, that wine is blood by similitude and 
likeness. And elsewhere,§ “It cannot be a true ;propoettio 
in which the subject is supposed to be bread, and the predicate 
the body of Christ ; for bread and Christ’s body are res diver- 
sissime, things most different.” And a little after, “If we 
might affirm disparata de disparatis, different things of one 
another, you might as well affirm and say, that something is 
nothing, and nothing something; that light is darkness, and 
darkness light ; that Christ is Belial, and Belial Christ ; neither 
beki Aesia hag defend those things that evidently 
imply a cont ¥ 

also yeaa “Tf the pronoun ruts in Christ’s words 


it to remain.” 

low that which the present Roman Church dare not affirm, 
because if it be akan peony, it is untrue, absurd, impossible, 
as impl, ing a cont ion, we shall shew that the Fathers 

* Ad Paroch. part. 2. n. 37. Sect. Hwee vero. Si panis substantia 
remaneret, nullo modo dici videretur, Hoc est Corpus meum. (p. 190. 
Par. 1831. 

+ De eivbar 1. 1. ¢. 1. sec. Nonus. [vol.3. p. 204. col. 2. Prag. 1721.] 
Tesh cy ca 9. Sect. Observandum, [Tbid. p. 263. col. 2.] 

i Dia. 180. cap, 9. n. 91. Sipronomen Hoe inillisverbis demonstraret 
panem, fatemur etiam fore, ut nulla conversio virtute illorum fieri possit, 
quia panis, de quo enunciatur, manere debet. 

VOL, IX. H 


He 
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Plainly affirm it, who yet could not be ignorant of this 

whence it necessarily follows, that they took the 

words (THIS 18 MY BoDY) figuratively, as the Protestants do, 
since they cannot be taken otherwise, if bread be affirmed to 
‘be Christ's body, as the Romanists confess. Now that the 
Fathers affirmed that bread is Chriss body, is certain by these 
following testimonies. - 

St. Irenseus:* “Our Lord confessed the cup which is of © 
the creature to be his blood; and the bread. is of the 
creature, he confirmed it to be his bod; 

mae eng it Bg ora 
is my a grapes 
pe riyer of (so he calls the ) does 

tenn hots reone ond 6. e the blood of the 
«calling bend Lis body. § ingof Christ. 

iT“ f 

And. against Marcion§. he says the same: “ 
geeerrers know that, he. gaye to. Tee 

And.in.the sdic ns :{| | “The bread that he took candidis- 
tributed to-his disciples, he made it his body, saying,.This 
inn body, that is, the figure of my body.’ 

St. Cyprian :4] "MW one ord ile the ed whih x 
made up of many Pris he 3? See 

‘Tatianus Syrus:** « é bread, and after that 
sional vane, i bt rar eter his body and blood,” 


* Adv. Hwres 1.5.0. 2.'T) dd rijc xricewe worhpioy alya TWiov 
Gpodéynoe, Kai roy dxd Krivewe prov Wor oi (haBeBauboase, 
[vol. 1. p. 294. Venet. 1734. 4 ipa 

+ ~ lib, 2. 0. 2, BvAbynoiv ye roy olvor, eimivy 
alere, rodro pot tort rd aiva, alua ric durédow roy Nyor rdy 
Torrey txxedpevor cic &peo dpapridy, edgpoabyne dyoy aay 

stpait {p. 186. Venet. 1757.] 

‘Adv. Judwos, c, 21, Panem corpus suum appellans. [e. are 


corporis. 
 Epist. 76. pri retires eee rap c 
de multorum granorum adunatione congestum, &c. [p- 318, 1728.) 
** Harmon. in Bibl. Patrum, 1624. tom. 7. ‘i leaa yeni Bele 
calice, corpus-esse suum ae sanguinem testatus, &c. [Max, Biblioth: Vet. 
Patr. vol. 2. p. 210. col, 1, Lugd 1677: 
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He ele :* “That bread which our Lord confessed to be his 


jius:+ “Christ appointed a agar) gs cineiPe a pared 

tomale ut obra fra il fi 

Cyril of Jerusalem :f n Christ affirms, and says of the 
bread, This is my body, who will dare to doubt further of it?” 
St. Jerome :§ “Let us hear, that the bread which our Lord 
brake and gave to his disciples, is the body of our Saviour.” 
Which he explains further elsewhere :||_“ as Melchisedek 
prefiguring him hd done, when he offered broad and wine, s0 

e also represented the truth of his body and blood.” 


St. Cl *‘ What is the bread? The body of 
Christ. irom of Win the bread "The body of 
Christ.| Not many bodies, but one body.” 

St. Austin :** What your faith is to be instructed in, is, 
‘hat the bread isthe body of Christ, and the cup the blood of 

‘And elsewhere sft “Our Lord doubted not to affirm, This is 
nytoey, pelea ane See ee iA 

“When our Lord ied the consecrated 
we ints to his disciples, he said thus, This is my 


* Hom. 35. in Matth. Panis iste quem Dominus corpus suum esse 
fatetur. [vol. 3. re 898. Par. 1740.) 

+ Demonstr. Evang. lib. 8. “Aprp d xpijoSa1, ovpBdry rod (aiov 
Pees apedidov. 

+ Catech. Mystag. 4. Adrod wow kal tindvrog epi Tod 
dprov, Toiré pov tori rd copa, Tic rohuhoer dupiBddruy owedy 
[p..320, Venet. 1763.] 

§ Epist. ad Hedibiam. Nos audiamus panem quem fregit 

REE OR ag a fa es Riser hese [vol. 1. p. 818. 


deditqi 
Veron. 1734.) 

{i Comm, in 26. Matt, Quomodoin preefiguratione ejus Melchisedek,— 
panem et vinum ipse quoque. veritatem sui corporis et 
sanguinis [Ibid. vol. 7. ae 

{ In1 Cor. Hom. 24. Bi yde tore bros Roya Xprorov. Ti dé 
yivovrat ot Bia Severe Oixi copara moda, 
Daseanaty. [ 10, p. 250, Par. 1837-] 

* Serm. ad recons baptizat-apud aT OS a) gts &c, Quod fides 
Yegtemcnonales pps ranas Sales sanguis Christi. 


pesos i 
eae ne ger 
Series Heminns se Ho ait, Hoo foc est corpus meum. [Max. |» Vet. 
TOUS: B84 00h. 2; ngs 1677) 

H 


E | 
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Cyril of Alexandria :* “Christ, when he had broken the 
bread, as it is written, distributed it, say LTDA he 

‘Theophilus keoetm ortho action ante hi bmi 
Gerba ests just : © When Jesus 
This is my bod , he We allel the bread hi body wich fs ae 
‘up of many grains, by which he would represent the ? &e. 

Theodoret :} “ In the delivery of the mysteries, he called the’ 
fever , and that which is mixed (wine and water in 

sieges 

= ve 
oral Hermian:§ “Our Lord Litas? called the blessed 
brea an xp hich delivered to his disciples, his beg 

Maxentius,|| speaking of the Church, that is called Christ's 
body, adds, ‘also the bread, which the whole Church partakes 
of in memory of the Lord’s passion, is his body.” 

Isidore of Seville says,4[ ~ We eall thi, by Eis comand ehe 
body and blood of Christ, which being of the fruits of 
the earth, is sanctified and made a sacrament, by the invisible 
operation of the Spirit of God.” 

Bede :** * Christ said to his disciples, This is m aes &e. 
because bread thens the body, and wine 
ies ayiticale to Christ's body, an mee that 


The seventh General Council at Constantinople, after 


* In Joan. 20. 26, 27. AtaxAdoag roy dprov, cal’ } yéypamre 
Baditiow yun, Totes ‘ari rd oud pov, Se, [vol A. p. 1108. Une 16384 

+ Com. in Matth. 26. )! 

In Dialog. 1. "Ey dé ye rv puornplww wapadsoet, ounce ov dprov 

leddece, eal alya rd xpipa. Ta dpipeva oopBoda rH 
kai aiparoc xooonyeri reriuncer, &c. [vol. 4. p. 26. Ha, 1738. 

§ In Defens. 3. ib. 9... ult. Tpse Dominus 
of katioes ests fits VHLAt: verge seagctoes eee 

| Dinlog. 2. c. 13. Sibel peek tek memo~ 
riam Dominice passionis participat, corpus 
{ Originum, lib. 6. cap. 19. lec, eo jubente, corpus Chlati sanguine 
dicimus, quod dum fit ex fructibus terre, sanctificatur et fit sacramentum, 

invisibiliter Spiritu Dei. [p. 52. col. 1, Colon, Agr. 1617.) 

** Comm. in Marc. 14.—Quia panis corpus confirmat, vinum vero 
pe operatur in carne, hic ad corpus Christi mysticé, illud refertur 

san, 


tt in Cone. Nicen. 2. Art. 6, ’Td0d oby 9 eledy rod tore 

osparo abrod 7 évripwc eal rerypnpivoc xparropivn, Tor rig 

ee ioriac dprov, we dpevdi elkdva rie guoinc capKdc, but THe TOU 

WY xveiparoc imipoirhoewe apatipevor, Stiov copa edexnoe 
‘PiveaDat Thabo, ‘Coneil. vol. 7. p. 446, 447, Lut, Par. 1671,] 
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-eciting the words of the institution, ‘f This is my body,” after 
his and blessing and breaking it, adds, ‘Behold the 


i of his life-giving body made preci and honourably.”” 
ResiGorania "Tt e him eed of the sacra- 
ment, being the true of his natural flesh, should be made 
a divine body, being sanctified by the coming of the Holy 
Ghost upon it,” &e. 

Druthmarus:* “This is my body, that is to say, in a 
sacrament—Because among all things that are the food of life, 
bread and wine serve to strengthen and refresh our weaknesses, 
it is with great reason that he would in these two things 
establish the mystery of his sacrament. For wine both cheers 
us and increases blood, and therefore very fitly the blood of 
Christ is figured by it; because whatsoever comes to us from 
him, cheers us with true joy, and increaseth all good in us.” 


Rabanus Maurus,t ining the words of institution, says, 
«Because bread e body, therefore it is fitly 
called the body of Christ; and wine, because it juces 


Ae cake nos lee ae 
In the thiopie Churchest use this phrase (which the 
Cat of Home ss hy af) Ts bred my ly.” 

Bertram :§ “I am confident, no Christian doubts but that 
bread was made the body of Christ which he gave to his- 
disciples, saying, This is my body,” &c. and he there shews 
that this is made by the same change, whereby the manna 
and the water of the rock in the wilderness were turned into 
his body and blood. 

To conclude this head: it is plain, that there is a general 
consent of Fathers on the Protestant side in this particular, 


s 


auget omne bonum nostrum. 
+ Comm. in Math. 26. Quia panis confirmat corpus, ideo corpus ille 
Christi congruenter nuncupatur, vinum autem quia sanguinem operatur in 
Seta Wled ed sanpctneny Ceci seme, 
$ Ludolphi Athiop. Hist. 1.3... 5. m. 56. Hic panis est corpus 


meum. 
De Corp. et Sang, Dom. pag. 40. late Eng. et Lat, Translation. No 

ovine ett aca” dabitc "pret am fi! compu Cine 
Prarie donans dicit, Hoc est corpus meum, &c, [p. 166. 
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that the bread and wine ar Christ’s body and blood. And it 
is the more remakable, because give us this sense when 
they are explaining Christ’s 5, and in their commen- 
craig os ee 


CHAP. IIL. me 
THE THIRD DIFFERENCE. 


The Church of Rome believes, that accidents in the Eucharist 
subsist without a subject ; but the Fathers say the contrary, 
that accidents cannot subsist without a subject, and bad a3 
except the Eucharist. . 


Tue Catechism of the Trent Council* says, “that the acci- 
dents which are either seen with our or perceived by our 
other pith ae wae pa} subject, yy a wonderful manner, 
and such as cannot be reas. hay er that way 
see all the accidents of bread and wine, but a loans 
in no ey but sustain themselves. —And 


ialaet C 
dents cannot be inherent in the body and blood of Christ, it 
remains, that the accidents sustain themselves, above all order 
of nature, being upheld by nothing else besides.” And this 
(they say) was the perpetual constant doctrine of the catholic 


How false this assertion is, we shall now shew from the 
testimonies of the Fathers. 

Trenseus :} “‘ We cannot understand water without moisture, 
nor fire without heat, nor a stone without hardness, For these 
are united one to another, one cannot) be separated from the 
other, but must always co-exist.” 


Fb Baredins: wert. 3 de Euchar. n. ne ee Par. 1831.) 
+ Ibid. n. 44. Sect. Tertium restat. [p. 19: 
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one must be understood in conjunction with the other.” 
role ieneloantomabeina pipes Siteasusre to 
it must bein a 

either it does subsist by itself, or is eee pester tod 

those which are called accidents, which are in another.”” 

forte ly Ghost might be au and yet be apuuieg 

a 3 chee in no'sul 

as well as the colour and taste of bread inthe ca 

ORLA age Tere betetan 
ateewe “That as that is not ee 


vst. Austin :** «Tt is monstrous, and at the furthest distance 
from truth, that what would not be at all unless it were in a 
i A Reha cara to exist when the subject ceases to 

is is a saying with a witness to confute transubstan- 


® Orat. 5. contra Arianos. Idea rourne. tv oboig tori, [vol. 1.p. 
ae Libs 2 Ret 7. 7H (obatac) po) imapxobonc, dxrimaperoy ei 
¢ a roy dlva 
nt revenge 153. Par. rier Lips ndertre ts § 
'¢ Apud Photinm Codic. 282. MU} dévaras yupiZeoOar xa! dréoraay 
xb ric Bnc 4 obrnge—Eariv: dwdvrwy ddivarov. [Codic. 234.] 
1658, 


Bpist. 43, "ANA eg Sraxplergs xD cxcipambdvabpelrsy; 3) 
§ Epist. "1 fleas i Ty ate = 


wi “H igus Geeta init on neiray xésrar 3 meres 
riow by we dy rd piv odciay Kadotaw—rb ai 
: ce Pe ae 1. p. 595. Par. 1630.) 


De Oplicio Homi. c. 24, “Onow & dy eovdouy rd comyiva, 
Scrcebe inborn drenrstonesfyolaliyh Iie er. 13 re 
12. 


quod nisi in, ipso. ( sa et ai 
est, ut id non esset, ni (sc. -cim 
paarnan eate posse’ se. [vol. 1. p. 632, Par, 1836.] 
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tiation, where there is the appearance and , taste and 
ida te pie pane no substance of is 
Again he says,* Bey thing a ins je 


enaioe, 9 ipeeeeeirn the subject also should always 
win enh eae ject is 
iced ana 
ar tse fg 
My tetera 
aie hee Ee “ wks anay toe trom dei 
pias pes and therefore it nant fae 


not be at all.” ~~ 
of Alexandria$ teaches the same ly. 
it tetoon tosdion, as tke sme et Ct 
oi Sess pea ga “For,” says he, “fest 
be conceived to subsist by itself, wil existing in any thing 
else?” And afterwards: “If there be no subject, and nothing 
pre-exists in which those are wont to be done, how can 
they exist by themselves, which are understood and defined in 
sane of Lesiee sie =p 
elsewhere he says :|| ‘To be unl is predicated of 
the Divine essence, as ohn foe from it ; just as colour is 
ee ha “ mn, 
And in another uting about the eternity 
Son, and how, Sali fe te eee Ne not 
from him, Sainte accidents that are 


* Ibid. cap. 13, iterghinsleenean pind nthe 
Mf De lnmert, Asin cap. 8; [iid , G04] M 

fp Dodeamnoxtil. Asica, <p cap. 5. [Ibid [Ibid. p. « Htotte boeetoy oie 
quod in subjecto est necessario mutari. Et cap. 8, Ciba 9 AO 
Det te non est si deseratur abo per quod et eae 

+ Epist. 57. ad Dardanum, Tolle ipsa corpora corporum, 
Ty bd in, te Soicecus aus bo ae 

§ In Joan. lib. 4. cap. 1. ‘Yxorays) yap airs) | daurily mig ay 
iprordvat votre, wo) ivudpxouea riv bvrwy rwi. Toe ay ele 
abra rad! iavrd, kairo. eard Ty Tov i ance rat vootperd 
rexai dpiZdpeva. [ut supra, p. 334, 336.] 

|| Thesaur. assert. 31. Tijc obsiag rod Ocob rd deytynror we dxtoproror 
karnyopnSiaera, Garep dei kai rod ravrde cwparoc xpapa. [Ibid, 
vol. 5. par. 2. 

T Ibid. assert. 16. “Aad dé ye rod mvpde ob vere dpaper 
Tv Sepuaciay kerptyovsay, aX’ tori rhe Tod st naprbe, 
&e, [p. 175.] "Ad yap mapaniguce Taig roairag obolac Te 
abroy reerdpeva. [p. 176.) 
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their subjects: ‘We see,” says he, ‘heat inseparabl 
ceeding fire; but it ia the fruit of the v pupal ety 
proceeding it from it; as also splendour is the fruit 
of light. For light cannot subsist without lendour, nor fire 
without heat ; for what is begotten of them, oes always adhere 
°° New se his Dalogues of the * he asks, “Whether 
, in Trinity, 8, “ 

Hocaad shies irene aue eee can subsist of 
themselves?” And the answer is, * - cannot.” 

Claud. Mamertus :> “In conporel thi s, the body is the 
perervapae peli iar rt ly in the ject: in corporeal 
matters, the soul and discipline ‘are instances ; which are so 
connected, that the body cannot be without colour, nor the 
rational soul without discipline—can we ever prove, that what 
ay ERS abides, when the subject itself na 

2 paso sana and situation, can 
none of them without a 
sputieapacaioat esi § “that the Holy Soom 
aes lesus Christ as in’ his subject ; because,” says he, 
“the Holy Ghostis not an accident that eannot subsist without 
its subject.” 

‘These testimonies of the Fathers may suffice to shew how 
they differ from the Church of Rome in this point of accidents 
being without a subject, which to them is so Shean a doc- 
trine, that transubstantiation cannot be believed without it; 
and if the Fathers had believed transubstantiation, it is incredible 
that they should deny this canine nna so much as once 


excepting the case of the eucharist: can imagine how 
pried a mi and reflection should Nis so Lapa ee 
when (as we heard) they form their argumen Aah ss 

the eternity of the Son of Ged, and the Gracalty ofthe oly 


‘Ghost, front the inseparability of accidents from their subject. 


* De Trinitate, Dial. 2. [Ibid.] p. 451. Tj» Aevedrnta ruydy 7 
AA pela ise ate sou'ead tavrdg dp! oxdpyay olgey Bévectary 


@ Statu Animee,1-3,¢,3. In rebus corporcis subjectum est corpus, 
hice corer a subjecto : in incorporeis animus et disciplina, quae ita 
sibi nexa sunt, ut nec sine colore corpus, nec sine disciplina rationalis sit 
aninvus,—Utrumnam probare valeamus manere quod in subjecto est, ipso 
intereunte subjecto ? {Max. Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 6. p. 1068. col. 2. Lugd. 
1677.] 

$ Originum lib. 2. cap. 26. Quantitas, qualitas, et situs, sine subjecto 
esse non possunt. [utsupra, p. 19.] 

Contra Grae. 1. 2,0. 7. in tom. 2, Spicilogit D. Acherit. 
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Nay, one of them says,* “that if God himself had accidents, 
they would exist in his substance.” - 
therefore 


CHAP. IV. 


THE FOURTH DIFFERENCE. . 
The Church of Rome has brought in the word Species, to 
Gjus/ytkaettaveidbatensitlicks cepraligoele ‘ut the Fathers 
never take it in this sense. . 


4 

I weep only refer the reader, for the first part of this asser- 
tion, to the thirteenth session of the Council of Trent, Canon 
2and 3, where the word ies is so used: and to what we 
heard before out of their Catechism, of ‘the species of bread 
and wine subsisting without, any subject in. which they are.” 


one knows this is their customary word to express 
of things by, when nothing real is under them to 
support them. 


jut now we shall see this to be a strange and foreign usage 
of this word, which the Fathers know nothing of in their sense ; 
but instead of denoting accidents (by the word species) which 
are in no subject, they use it for the substance, the 
nature, the matter of a thing, the subject itself that appears : 
not for appearances without a subject. 


* Orat. 5. contra Arianos, inter Athanasii Opera. [ut supra.] 
+ De Myst. Missee, 1, 4. c. 11. Est enim hie color et sapor et quantitas 
ee ata ea coloratum aut sapidum, quantum aut 
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St. Ambrose’ often uses this word species, but never in the 
pov sper apinrey snes aelcora eters inkttinorss 


spe ae 


t speaking of holy vessels which he 
iboksiter haredenpieay oeaptire te ages “This number 
and order of captives far excels the species of cups ;” 4. e. all 
sorts of them. 


Again elsewhere :§ ‘The species of iron is heavier than 
the liquor of water 3” i. e. the substance of iron. 

St. Austin :|j choy were all baptized into Moses in the 
Goutasteatthe f therefore the figure of the sea availed 


so much, how much will the species of baptism avail ?” 
Pires tin “To make the visible species of bread, 
mixed together into one.” 
a spk la Hn need (abo agnrheea tony 
men's hands it is brought to that visible species 
(eto substance of bread), it is not sanctified so as to 
become so great a sacrament, without the invisible operation of 
the Spirit of God.” 
So elsewhere:++ ‘They all drank of the same spiritual 


2 Serm. 21. Dominam rogetum ad Nuptias aque sbtantinn in vat 


Ibid. Baie 

¢ Ottcior ea Tae eT ordo prestan- 
5 Dol glace ferri species quam aquarum 
liquor. 


valli Joan. trct 1. ‘Omnes in Moyse baptizati sunt in nube et in 
Si ergo figura maris tantum valnit, baptismi quantum 
malaie? {ut supra, vol. 3. p. 1805. Par. 1837. ag ak 
 Serm, ad ites. Ut sit species visibilis panis, multa grana 
unum consperguntur. [Serm. 272. Ibid. vol. 5. p. 1615. 
singe dee ae Quod ciim per manus ad illam 
visibilem speciem perducitur, non sanctificatur ut sit tam magnum Sacra- 
mentum, nisi operante invisibiliter Spirita Dei, &c. [Tbid. vol. 8. p. 1225] 
tt In Joan. tract. 26. ‘Omnce endern opealen pola, MDM 
stad Ti colin poe ae quidem, tamen hoc idem signifi- 
cante virtute spirituali. {ibid. ara a toae 
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notes water to the Jews, and wine to us, not the oe 
And in another tractate* to the same sense, speaking of 


the fait know. If you regard the visible species, it is 
another thing ; but if the intelligible signification, they drank 
the same spiritual drink.” leet 
And so in another book,+ speaking of things assumed to 
signify matters to us, he says, “ When it is assumed some- 
times it is shewn in an sometimes in that species which 
is not what an angel is, ough iti ordered and dpa lp 
an angel’s ministry.” And his next instance of things 
is, ipsum corpus, & boily itself. Abe 
So Gaudentius:} ‘ Also by the species of wine his blood 
is then rightly expressed ; for when he says in the Gospel, I 
the: - ' 


Arobins, un: :§ “Our Lord suecours them,’ not only: 


Sedulius,| speaking of the offerings of the wise men that 
eame to Christ, says, 


* Tract. 45. in Joan. Videte, fide manente, signa variata. Ibi petra 
Christus, nobis Christus quod in altari Dei ponitur ; et illi pro 
Sacramento ejusdem Christi biberunt aquam profluentem de petra, nos 
bibamus norunt fideles: si speciem visibilem intendas, aliud est, si 


ibilem significationem, eundem potum spiritualem biberunt. [Ibid. vol. . 
ee 2132.) ty 


+ Lib. 3. de Trinit. cap. 10. Ciim antem suscipitur, aliquando in 
gquamvis ee Angelum disposita ministretur. [Ibid. vol. 8. pre 


§ In Psal. 104. Succurrit, non solum eis speciem frumenti, sed et 
i administrans. 


Lib. 2. Operis Paschal. [Carm. Paschal.] [Biblioth. Vet. Patr. 
vols 9. 543.002, ence 134] é re 
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“ Ips etiam ut possent poesia Saeeies ostendere Christan ; 


it to Christ even by the 
Doncin eerie nenstrmeee. 
Incense as God, myrrh for his burying.’” 

The thin, present are, uu see, his species, 5 

Salvian’ mize’ are plain :* oi « Add,” says he, ‘those 
healed waters either or changed, which preserved their 

and relin« their nature.” Here species is taken 
for the substance remaining, and nature for the qualities of the 
water that were changed. 

Walafridus Strabo, shewing how Christ in the last reied 
delivered to his disciples the sacraments of his body and bi 
in the substance of bread and wine, adds, “ Nothing more 

than these species could be found, to signify the 
unity of the head and members.” 

Rupertus Abbas:{ “Nothing of the sacrifice enters into 
him that has no fat besides the visible species of bread and 
wine.” No one ever thought, but that the wicked partaked as 
much of the outward elements as the faithful; but he says a 
little before, “ That when the priest distributes the sacrifice to 
be eaten by the faithful, the bread aud wine is consumed and 
passes away.” ‘Therefore by the “visible species” he means 
Tie rend acute thea wickedly Peakeee 

Tt has been largely proved by Salmasive,§ “That in the 
civil law and the Theodosian code, the word species is used for 
Gangs there spoke of; as, species annonarie, for all sorts of 

corn; species ‘publicw, for goods brought to the several ports ; 
species vini, frumenti, olei, for wine, corn, and oil; and not 
the accidents.” 

It is not to be expected thing should be cited out 
of Greek authors, ceictiae heiiae not ; and yet it is ob- 


* Lib. 1. de Gub. Dei. p. 21. Hee Teer, Side meSealan agoes veh 


+ De Rebus Eccles. cap. 16. Corporis et sui Sacramenta 
panis et. vini substantia Discipulis tradidit,—Nihil ergo congruentius his 
speciebus \dam capitis et_membrorum unitatem, potuit in- 
veniri. 

't De Offic. lib, 2. souks In illum in quo fides non est, preter 
vibes Species pani t yn nihil de Sacrfcio pervenit. 

§ Simplicius Verinus de Transubst. p. 230, &. 
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servable, that even among them the word <léoc, that answers 
to the Latin word species, is taken in the sense of the Latin 
Fathers, and not in that of the present Church of Rome, To 
ki ae Rel anton of the Areopagite,* 
author name 
speaking of Chin's insrasinn, noes tant steatetg 
pen oepests 2 ‘which his scholiiet, Marinas, thus explains 
peivisatanee that is, “when be had saponin 
pot anerely: appearance of 
‘ lact :¢ “* Because,” say and wig 
things to us, and we could not endure, but 
sr ls nt Bans 
e lover of men, condescending to us, preserves. 
bread and wine (that is, the elements 
changes them into the virtue of his flesh and blood.” 
To.comelae chia bend, ert 6 folowing DAeaee 
ancients, uses these phrases. indi 
visible species,” and =i 
to the substance of eer et : 


ee speech which the 
itimatacutis tenliaresss ee So alee NE 
what species are, in a sequence on Corpus-Christi 
explains it thus :— 
Sub di 
igiis eaielos num 
Latent res eximiw. 


Admirable things lie hid under the different species, which 
are only signs, and not things. 


* Eccles. Hierarch. cap. 3. "EE sypiiv eidowovodpevov. [vol 1. pe - 
197. Venet. 1755.) ee nae 4 a 
+ Tor’ Rife a0! rhpae eldog, hyouv ry giow haPdvra. ‘[Ibia. 


= 2.p. 71. 
Taare 14. ‘Td phy eldo¢ prov kai oivou gudérrety € 
ee vepnie fal ainarog psrasrosyudt. [vol 1. p. 249. Veret. 17 
§ Lib. et Sang. Christi, “Secundiim Speciem visibilem, 
das visite , et secundiim creaturaram substantiam. 
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CHAP. V. 
THE FIFTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Fathers differ from the Roman Church in their assertions 
about the nature and properties of Bodies. 


Every one knows what the sentiments of the Roman Church 
are herein, and what they must necessarily assert believing 
transubstantiation : That a body that is eee as Christ’s 
is, may be invisible and impalpable; commensntate to no 
bape DE Seaeay Ronee She Die so as to be in more at 

same time: that it may be entire in one part and in one 
point, and may exist after le uaa tS Aeite 

See Bellarmine de Eucharist. 1. 1. cap. . 3. et lib, 3. 
¢.7. The Council of Trent says,* Eig ay “entire Christ 
is in the encharist, under the species of bread, and under every 
part of the species of bread.’” 

I shall now shew, that the Fathers assert quite contrary to 
all these maxims of the Roman Church, us a different 
account of the nature and properties of 3 and in the 
particulars forenamed make no difference eased Christ's body 
and ours. 

First assertion. every organized body, not 


treianet Lm i ene y ines 
i of a man, 


&c. but what is seen and felt 


Methodius:}  “ God:is incor and therefore invisible.” 
Eustathius Antioch. :§ “If he was invisible, without doubt 
he was incorporeal.”” of Samuel raised at Endor. 


Didymus:|| “If a be invisible, it presently follows, 
that it is ineorporeal.”” 
Gregory Nazianzen:4] “If God be a body, what kind of 


* Sess. 13. cap. 3. Totus Christus et integer sub specie panis, et sub 
qonies i ce pate eit [Labbe, Concil. vol 14. 806.. Lut. 
at 
+ De Resurrect. ¢. 35. Corpus. hominis non alind intelligam quam— 
Gedieblebary fad Senet (ps 46 Pm 1695.) 
ee Cod. 234. "Aadparoc dy, 81d kal ddparoc. [p. 932. 
§ De sutho. Ei py déparoc il, iw. 
J cin. actuate, pares en rb 


°y Orat, 34. Tlérepov capa, kai mr dv i adparoy 
ob dp airy phere Coptoen trol Lepr ddee Bur 1080.) i 
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body, and how?—an imy and inyisible one?—This is 
not the nature of bodies.” And he cries out, (Tij¢ é€ovetac ;) 
O strange licence! to imagine thus.” 

Gregory Nyssen says:* “That is not a body that wants 
colour, solidness, space, weight, and the rest of its 
ie + speaking of our Lord, “He is alway: 

. Austin, + 5] our , says: “He is 3 
svith'us by Kis divinity y but if he were. not absent 
from us, we should always carnally see his body.” 
the ature of that ‘ich ws palpable an fmpalpabl of that 

nature which is i 
stbich io rable and thet which inva, the sete- Ae 
Shoup the Valeutisiens fn logit § Ay, oe 
that which is visible, and that which is invisible, is the same.” 
igi peaking : ue Lea bod T 

igilius, || ing of tl 's A : “It is neces- 
wey che fale da as the Word, if they be of and nature, be 
uncreated and invisible—but it is impossible that flesh should 
be the subject of such conditions.” 

‘Titus Bostrensis -{{ “* Every thing that falls under our 
seeing it is a body, is in nature opposite to that which is in- 
visible and incorporeal.” 

Damascen :** ‘ How can that be a body, &c. which is 
impalpable so erinbe me a 

reat,tt speaking of a glorified body, says, 
“It will therefore be a subtile body, bosauae ie wil be chee 


* De Opific. Hom. cap. 24. Ove Lori capa, ¢ rd xpHpa, kai rd oxT pa, 
wath dotrmriaveah } Qedoraoue, 13 Bepoq, vat rh haved rele eaeaee 
ob rapeorwy, &c, (vol. 1. p. 107. Par, 1638.] 

+ De Verb. Domini, Ser. 60. Semper quidem Divinitate nobiscum est, 
sed nisi corporaliter abiret & nobis, semper ejus corpus carnaliter 
[ut supra, vol. 5. p. 998.] ‘ 

+ Apud Photium, Cod. 229. Oddsle dy eimeiy divarar by ey si 
Sx abr) por Yndragnrod Kal dvmrapiyrov, kai Sparod Kal ve 
[p. 794. Rothomag. 1653.] 


§ Ibid. Cod. 230. ‘Hyetg rod dparod nai dopdrov play vac ripy 
poow papev. (Ibid. p. 850.) 

|| Lib. 4. contr, Entych. Necesse erit ut caro, sicut et verbum, si 
unius cum ¢o est nature, increata sit et invisibilis, eto. Sed carnem his 
conditionibus subjacere impossibile est. 

| Contr. Manich. 1. 2, Ommne quod sub aspectum cadit, cum sit corpus, 
natura oppositum est inaspectabili et incorporeo, etc. 

¥* De Fide Orth. lib, 1. c. 4. Miic odpa—avagic wai ddparov. 

tt Moral. lib. 14. ¢, 33. Erit itaque subtilis, quia et incorruptibilis 5 
it patpabilis, quia nom amitetextontiam veracis nature. [vol, 1. p, 467. 

+ 1705.) 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 113 


ible; and it will be palpable, because it shall not lose the 
ae of its true nature.” 

Cyril of Alexandria, in his Explication of the third Anathema 
of the Ephesine Council:* ‘ He is not a stranger to that 
body which he has united to himself, which we say is capable 
to be felt, and to be seen.” 

Tn fine, the Church of Rome makes Christ's body invisible 
though it be present ; the Fathers never make it so, but because 
it is absent. 

So Ammonius:+ ‘ He was taken up into heayen, and be- 
amie inuale gate men.” id 

e author imperfecti Operis in Mattheum :t “ When 
he is present, he is not believed, but seen; but when he is 
absent, he is not seen, but believed, whilst he is feared.” 

Second assertion, The Fathers assert, that every body 
is quantum, and as it has quantity, a place or space, 

is commensurate to it: that a body cannot be in more than 
one place, nor be entire in one part, nor exist after the manner 
ofa spirit. All which are false, if transubstantiation be true. 

St. Basils makes that to be incorporeal, whose essence cannot 
be divided fies ways (or has not, pues ee) vs 

ryssen says :|| ‘* That if you tity, solid- 
eee annie vaca 
of the body is dissolved,” &c. 

St, Austin says so much upon this ee that I must 
only mention some few testimonies out of a great heap that 
might be collected. 

{ He says, [ “ A body is seals amonad greater and 
lesser parts, containing greater and lesser spaces of ye 

Again,** Satinguichiog bodies into gross and subtile ones, 

* Tom. 3. Concil. Labbe. p.817, Ob yap fy A\Adrpiov abrod rd 
ivabiv aig cipa, 9 Kai axroy dvar 1 eat ety. 

+ Caten. in Joan. 16. 10, Sea trne tic obpavode, cat dparij 
yeyovira roic dvSpdrorc. 

} Homil. 53. Si sit praesens, non creditur, sed videtur; citm autem 
absens fuerit, non videtur, sed creditur, dum timetur. 

§ Contr. Eunom. 1. 2. Odciay rpryij dacrarhy. 

{| De Opific. Hom. ¢ 24. “Beacroy & robruy e dgaupeOein rod 
droceystvov, mae } row céparog cuvdiadteras Abyoo. [ut supra. 

Lib. 4. de Orig. Anime, c. 11, Corpus est quiequid majoribus et 


is partibus, majora et minora spatia continentibus, 
suis partibus, majora cn 5 


VOL. IX. 
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he says, [ Both sve holes, poe of ian 

whole and entire, because by reason of its 

et ES ha aig 


a body is, it possesses ea 
Pls that i not whole rin 
Gd is not thus ‘aid to 8 the wand ee 


fer ater rads otha by ase a a ims 
he fills a lesser part of the world, and 0 eats pate 
greater.” So that, according to him, none bt and spiri 
can have such an existence, 

So in his epistle to Euodius:* “ There is no body so li 
which after its manner does not possess a local space ; 
is it whole every where in that space it possesses, but less in. a 
eave fsa st than in the whole” 
deed rel oe His cn, be mo boty, lel 


throughout the several distant and divided of 
cee 


the spaces of bulkiness.” 
= says ease te, inlet a adds, * Take 
local extent from bodies, be no where; and 


‘spatium, eundemque locum sic impleat, ut in nulla ejus 

‘Non sic Deus dicitur implere hy et a a 

sui parte minorem mundi impleat partem, et majore peat 

Shison teeed eoret allo omtioee! keene TH [Epist. 137. Thid. vol. eed, 
* Bpist. 101. _Nallam ‘ose gaantulumbangue’ ca 


partem, 
Jocorum spetic aqua tole distendl, Tivid, vol, ‘ ‘ 
oe ne 
¢ Ad Dardanum Epist. 57. Spatia locorum yore mi 


sc on ngs De tn ep 7 


inhabitantem Deum, propter coors 
ares [Rpist. 187. Tivol 2.7. 1038) Tae 
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thus: “For they are not bodies, whose magnitude is 

in three than in one; nor do possess places by their 
Gent hs io ears t 5 at once,” 
(which is the nature, he acknowledges, of 

He says also of Christ, “ We are not to doubt that whole 
Sra heer et nae oe DR 
of God, as an inhabiting Deity, and in one certain place of 
heaven, by reason of the nature of his true body.” 

Elsewhere :* o° ool sa osile ta eayens fail whl eal ik 
not at different times successively, but both together ; which 
no corporeal nature is capable of.” 

Again :+ “ Every thing that may be seen with bodily eyes, 
must of necessity be in some place; nor can it be whole eve 
where, but must possess a lesser place by a lesser part of i 
and a greater place by a greater part.” 

He repeats almost the same in his twenty-eighth epistle. 

And in another book :{ “The parts of air also fill their 
places; nor is it possible that the air that fills this house, 
seul together with it have PP eres ake 
Ouse. 

Again elsewhere :§ “ Every thing of bulk that possesses a 
place, is not whole in its si i peceillies its parts; 
therefore one part of it is in ss aes) and another in another.” 

In another tract :|| ‘Man, as to his body, is in a place, 
and sed bck Gea deta Soothes and when he comes to 

er place, he is no longer in that place from whence he 


p. 341. 
win Be, Mens 4, uy, spe 
nec ut aer MUS, Sim 
i doeoc hakore pont tah Uho aceon! oats ici aboot, [ItAA? 


. Moles omnis quie occupat locum, non 
omnibus, quare aliqua pars ejus 


MEE aA tc Sead aieces-necelabee na Lob it BW Lago 


i 
E 
ae 


a is carnem in terra, 
Eee rene ts nbs oh ee [Ibid. vol. 3. p. 2021.) 
I 
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came. But God fills all things, and is every where whole, not 
confined to places according to spaces. Christ, according to 
his visible flesh, was on earth ; according to his invisible majesty, 
in heaven and earth.” 

To name but two or three more out of St. Austin, who seems 
to speak prophetically :* ‘ Having said thus, he ascended into 
heaven, and would precaution us against those that he foretold 
would arise in succeeding ages, and say, Lo, here is Christ, 
or lo there; whom he warned us not to believe: and we shall 
have no excuse if we shall believe them against this so clear, 
open, and manifest voice of our Pastor,” &c. 

And in his book against Faustus,t he says, “That Christ, 
according to his corporal presence, cannot be at the same time 
in the sun, and in the moon, and on the cross.” 

Lastly, in another tract:{ ‘‘ Our Lord is above, yet also 
truth the Lord is here: for the body of our Lord in which he 
arose, must be in one place ; his truth is diffused every where.” 

Neither do the rest of the Fathers differ from his doctrine, 
but give their full consent to it. 

Anastasius Nicsenus :§ “It is impossible to imagine a body 
without a place, and other things, without which it cannot 
be,’ &e. 

Didymus Alexandr.|| proves the Holy Ghost to be God, 
because he is in more places than one. “The Holy Ghost him- 
self, if he were one of the creatures, would at least have a cir- 
cumscribed (or bounded) substance, as all things have that are 


* De Unit. Eccles. c. 10. His dictis mox ascendit in coelum, pre- 
munire voluit aures nostras adversus eos, qui procedentibus temporibus 
exsurrecturos esse preedixerat, et dicturos, Ecce hic Christus, ecce illic. 
Quibus nec crederemus admonuit. Nec ulla nobis excusatio est, si cre- 
diderimus contra vocem Pastoris nostri tam claram, tam apertam, tam 
manifestam, etc. [c.11.] [Ibid. vol. 9. p. 562.] 

+ Lib. 20. cap. 11. Secundim presentiam corporalem simul et in 
sole, et in luna et in cruce esse non posset. [Tbid. vol. 8. p. 536. ] 

t Tract 80. in Joan. Sursum est Dominus, sed etiam hic est veritas Do- 
minus. Corpus enim Domini in quo resurrexit, uno loco esse oportet 
(the printed copies absurdly read potest] veritas ejus ubique diffusa est. 
[Ibid. vol. 3. p. 2011.] 

§ In Collect. adv. Severianos in Bibl. Patr. tom. 4. Impossibile est 
cogitare corpus sine loco, et sine aliis extra quee esse non potest, &c. 

| De Spiritu 8. lib. 1. Ipse Spiritus S. si unus de creaturis esset, saltem 
circumscriptam haberet substantiam, sicut universes que factee sunt— 
Spiritus autem, cim in pluribus sit, non habet substantiam circum- 
scriptam. Angelica virtus ab hoc prorsus aliena. [Biblioth. Vet. Patr. 
vol. 6. p. 265. Venet. 1770.] : 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 117 


made—But the Holy Spirit, seeing he is in more than one, has 
not a bounded substance.” And afterwards he says, “That the 
iN Ghost was present with the Apostles, though dispersed 
to the ends of the earth ;” and adds, “ The power of angels is 
alt er a stranger to this.” 
eodoret* makes this a consequence from angels being of 
a determinate substance, “that then they require a place to be 
in: for only the Divinity,” says he, “as being un ined, 
is not in a place.” And elsewhere,t speaking of Christ's body 
after the resurrection, he says, “Still it is a body, having its 
Senet seen Staaten een 
il of Alexandria,t disputing against those that 1 t 
the mee was begotten of Hines ta aeet the Father, by 
division of his substance, says,§ “If the Divine Nature 
admit of section and division, then you conceive of it as a body ; 
and if so, then it must be in a place, and in magnitude and 
quantity ; and if endued with quantity, it could not avoid 
being circumscribed.” 
Falgentius also :|| “That which is circumscribed. by any end 
(or bound), must be contained in a place, or in time.” 
And again, speaking of Christ’s body : “If the body of 
Shit i a true ee it must be contained in a] ee fe 
it. Gregory Nazianzen** makes it impossil one 
to be in divers. bs 8 
So does Damascen+} make it impossible that one body should: 
pass through another, unless there be répvov kat reprdpevor, 
oar Mees Pines and ae which is divided. 
ud. ertus :{{ “ Nothing illocal is corporeal ; every 
thing illocal is also eine? 
© In. Genes. qu. 3. Téxov dpa xpoodtovrar pévov yap rd Orlov, 
the drepiypagov, ob« ty réy. [yol. 1. p. 7. Hal. 1773.] 
ialog. 2. ae 8b Buwe kori Tov mporipay Exww meprypagijy. 


§ Ei a roiro, kal ty réary wavrwe wov,xai tv peyiSe, Kal ray, 
fal pl 1) gevyirw meprypaphy. (vol. 5. par. 1. p. 447. 

sat, 1638. 

|) Ad Thrasimund, lib. 2. c. 7. Quod aliquo circumscribitur fine, 
necesse est ut loco teneatur aut tempore, 

Ib. c. 18. Si verum est corpus Christi, loco utique oportet contineri. 
(The printed copies read potest contineri, without sense.) 

** Sépaty odpagiv Lert, brep GBbvaroy. Orat, 34, [p.451. Par. 1630.] 

+ De Fide Orth. 1. 1. ¢. 4. 

44 De Stat Anime, 1. 2. c. 3. Nihil illocale corporeum : omne illocale 
fe Ais ais est, (Max, Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 6. p. 1060. col. 2. 


is Js coutined were se pel oi) 


“iy Nazianzen :§ “A ee spc of oe 
coe oh eet eae 
old one body, can receive two or more bodies into it.” 
reas ttle after + “This is the nature of intellectual: 
> as oer reali poe any $2 A 
ad acoder he proves the Deity, of the Holy Ghost, 
because ry opie iarekionde and most subtile 
spirits (as the Is, and a tles i! and prophets) the 
same time, when aint epee 
; which shews, that the Holy ant is 


ast. TP acura, rove the same : “Every 
one of the other powers we believe to bei ina 


ne 


Lge 


* Ibid. lib. 1. c, 18. Hine patet omne totum simul non 
posse, nee in uno loco esse quamlibet minimum totum posse—Lllic non. 
inferiora sua ubi habet st illic dextra ubi sinistra, 


omnia 
Nop sult pecmnalion De as ae 
rp. 455. Veron, 1750,] 
i Liv. 8. de Trinitate. Homo, aut aliquid ei simile, cim 
‘tum alibi non erit ; quia illud qnodhest le continetyaaed eae 


ad id natura ejus, ut ubique Flt qui.insistens alicul 
§ Orat, 51. ’Ayysioy pedtpvaioy ob ss 
cenaror dvig rémog dio i) mst owpara. [ut supra, P- iL leas 


|| Paulo post. Toairy yap 1) ray vonray aie ae 
axwpioruc, rai aXXqoue, atest piyvuaSat. [Tbid,, 

GY Orat. 37. Auk mévrwy ywpoiy xvevpdrow vo 
Aerrordrwv—Kare ravrdy Kat ode iv roig abrote Dee a 
@Naxod vereunpivor, } Sndovrac rd drepiyparrov. 
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place ; for the angel that was present to Cornelius was not in 
the same place that he was in when he was present to Philip ; 
nor the angel that talked with Zacharias at the altar, did at 
the same time fulfil his station in heaven. fata 
believe could at the same time cae 

Daniel when. hé was in 
Lord filled the universe.”* 


i) llicity.” Again : “ Te this be irelareersd that one deity can 


in them all at one time, then pal Samara ied 
every os nt he cn divide from himself, so as to 
‘sume, and anather too, not separated by any . 


difference,. 
but that he shall be the same, and yet another; which 
bean eae chibi plete apes you must say and confess,, 
that there are innumerable Vulcans, if we will suppose him to 


* De Spir, S. cap. 14. "AMUyiexdory duvdpewy ly reprypanry 
cheb sragyoen pexlareoraah Baigent gle tae tRopliu epee 
Pir oicon yn. fosp. 2 33. 100l-8, p64. Par, 1839. 

+ Lib. 6. contra Gentes. In simulachris Dit 


millia simulachrorum’toto esse in orbe Vulcani: nunquid esse: ut dixi,, 
decem omnibus in millibus potis est unus uno in tempore? Non opinor. 
Qua ‘causa? Quia que sunt privata singulariaque naturd, multa fieri 
nequeunt, simplicitatis sum otegitate vervat.—-Si foo fuerit eumptomy 
posse unum in omnibus eodem tempore permanere, aut Deorum unus- 
PUD EE See wsepenenn srbebene meee biel a 
non aliquo discrimine separatus, sed et ipse idem et alius ; ij duod quoniam 
recut et rexpait ‘natura, aut innumeros dicendum est con- 


rene 
simulachris, aut erit in nullo, esse divisus natura prohibetur 
plurimis. [p. 215. Wirceb. 1783. 
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be and dwell in all his statues; or else that he is in eee 


seis teu ots nares be le Booey onli ly 
Ghost a creature, who has not a limited and 

For he is always in all things, and in all places, which the 
property ofthe Di Divinity, and of supreme rile" 


that place of 
“Whither shall I go from thy Spirit ?”” ico 
angel does the Scripture say this? Of what 
hea wer? What ’s virtue do we find 
re Who'ean donbt then that to be divine, tha is afomes 

Ese tato more, sid is not seen; and that to be corporeal, 
wre ert alor ovee tho Des heh by hia 
Tertulliant proves the Deit, presence 
inevery pl + Vt Christobé'ouly nian,showis haematite 
present with those that call upon him? Sceing this is not the 
Mceare dt cunt but ofGod, to be present itera aiineeae 
Author Quest. ad Antioch.t denies that angels can be 
present in many places at once, and adds, “That it is God’s 
Property only tbe fond in two, ples and in the whole 

ld at the same moment of time.” 

Tn consequence of this doctrine of theirs about bodies, the 
Fathers in the last place assert, 

Third assertion. That it is impossible for one to dwell in 
ioe alle oat la and have one’s own body in himself ; 

Tbeounso.whataoever,contains, mast be exester- thereat 


Tib. [1.] de Spir. 8.0, 75, Chm oronie crentura Sorts sel aE 
circumscripta limitibus, &c. quomodo quis audeat creaturam appellare 

8. qui non habeat circumscriptam determinatamque virtutem ? 
quia et in omnibus et ubique semper est, quod utique Divinitatis et Domi- 
nationis est proprium.—De quo hoc Angelo Scriptura dicit? de qua Do- 
minatione? de qua Potestate? Cujus invenimus Angeli virtutem per 
plevinas ewe dean Quis eo diet gun dvinun sity qu i 
itur simnl pluribus, neo videtur; corporeum antem quod videtur & 
sigetia setonetay 2 [vol. 2 p. 617. Par. 1690.] 

+ Lib. de Trinitate. Si homo tantummodo Christus, quot sahil 
‘ubique invocaturis ? ciim hee non Thotiais natura xt eed Dely ut adesse in 
‘omni loco posit. 

$ Quest. 26. Mévov roi Ocod tori tv duet rémous, kal ty By TH 
wbopy dy abry ry borg ebpioxeodau 


‘TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 121 


is contained in it ; and there would be a penetration of dimen- 
sions, which they deny. 

Cyril of Alex. lays it down as a rule,* that “nothing can 

of itself.” 

And elsewhere :+ “Seeing nothing can partake of itself, but 
this is with relation to another, it is altogether necessary to 
affirm, that that which es should be different in nature 
from that which is pa of ” 

And again he says,t “That to partake of oneself, is absurd 
so much as to imagine it.” 7 

St. Chrysostom says,§ “ He that dwells in the tabernacle, 
and the tabernacle itself, are not the same; but one thing 
dwells in another thing : for nothing dwells in itself.” 

Gelasius Ceesarien. :|| “The Word was made flesh, not being 
itself changed, but ing in us. The tabernacle is one 
thing, and the Word is another; the temple is one thing, and 
God that dwells in it another.” 

See also the like saying in Methodius, cited by Photius in 
his Bibliotheca. 234, p. 920, ult. edit. 

In a word, the Fathers oppose all penetration of dimensions 
in bodies, and say,4] “That it is impossible for one body to 
penetrate another body.” 

And the same author says,** “ That if this were possible, you 
might then say, that heaven itself might be contained in a grain 
of millet.” 

The Fathers argue against Marcion, upon this rule, “That 
whatsoever contains another thing, is greater than that which 
is contained in it.” 


* De Trin. Dialog. 6. Méroyoy tavrod mavredde obdéy. [ut supra, 
vol. 5. par. 1. p.594,] 

+ Ibid. Dial. 5 et 7. "Bmecds) 32 Zavrod piv ode dy re peraddBor wore, 
d0or 8 dy abrd ry mpdc Erepov cxécet, To pkroyov rod perexousvou, 
riod we dviyen Kai irepopuic elvar Myety. [Ibid. p. 560, 643. 

t eae some lib. 2. c. 1. Mévow évvoriv émiSavov. [Ibid. vol. 4. 

- 119. 
Hom. 10. in Joan. citat, & Theodoret. Dial. 2. "ANN ¥rspow by 
iri re, yap ty éaur@ warouxet. [Chrysost. Op. vol. 8. p. 
74. Par. 1836. 

|| Citat. 4 Theodoret. Dial. 1. [vol. 4. p. 46. Hal. 1772.] "Ey ijyiv 
axnvéonag trepov axyvi}, wai trepov d Néyoc: Erepov 6 vade, kai Erepov 
blvowdy arg Oxdc. 

iY Avior. Libr. cui tit, Celebres Opiniones dé Anima, 0:10. 26pa 
WAG. dd eS arog xwpfioas Abvndron. 

Tid, cap. ult. Sic dici posset in milii grano celum contineri, 
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ius.* Sodoes Tertullian.t Irenseust has 
bar) mn eaoitarsrs pte nie sg Sos 
ryssen§ proves that tl no 

ts “that what contains would be greater than 
the Deity contained therein.” 

‘Antioch. says,|| ‘This is the of the 

Almighty and true God, not to be every but to 

a 


that it should be, one on this manner, and another on that. 
For it is not given to bodies to exist after such a manner as is 
granted unto spirits,” &e. 


CHAP. VI. 
THE SIXTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Church of Rome (suitably to the strange doctrine it 
teaches about Christ's body and blood) teaches us not to 
believe the report our senses make, that the substance of 
bread and wine remains in the sacrament ; but to pass @ 
contrary judgment to what they inform us herein. But the 
Fathers teach the contrary, that we may securely rely upon 
the evidence of our senses, as to any body, even as to the 
true Body of Christ. 


to distrust them, and to believe against their report. Thus 


© Heres. 42, sect 7.18 mepuexrindy peeiZov rod mepeeyopivov. [vol. 1 
p. 307. Colon. 1682.] a ce! 
+ Contr. Marcion. I. 1. c. 15. [ut supra, p. 372.] 


+ [vol. 1. p. 116: Venet, 1734.] 
J] Ad Autotyeum, 1. 2. Meizoy zip iri rd xupody rot xopounivon, 
{| De Fide ad Petr. c. 3. Unaqueque res ita permanet, 4 Des 
accepit ut esset, alia quidem sic, alia autem sic. Neque enim sic 
est 


corproibus ut sint, sicut spiritus agceperunt, &c, [Max, Bibl. Vet. 
Patr. vol, 9. p. 76, col. 1, Lugd. 1777.) 
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the Trent Catechism* teaches us to believe, “That no sub- 
sano af the slemette.tesas iia Tisninatis, Savagh wotiane, 
seems more strange and remote from our senses 

And again,t We vo nec the body and Wleod of Chiat 
thebivetere banc parece ie neeioe Sie 8 Coat PO 

As for the Fathers, they are strangers to this doctrine, nor 
did.shap betrerithe Christian cause in this manner, by taking 
away Lo ages Yel aps oan gm They, on 
the peruano the. trath of Christ’s eed "the 

Marcionites, and other heretics, by this argu- 
ment, which the Church of Rome rejects; made their 
sora ently (a St John doe before Loa 

been seen with men’s eyes, to what their ears had heard, 

and their hands had handled, without any suspicion of their 

deceived. 

Thus, Irenseus:t ‘This meets with them who say, that 
Christ suffered only seemingly. Hur se bead nob talyentier 
no thanks are due to him, when there was no passion. 
when we shall begin truly to suffer, he will seem a eda 
when he exhorts us to suffer stripes, and to turn the other 
cheaky af he steak. oil mot autlentius $0) teat And as he 
seduced the to be that which he was not ; so he 
sedepee useable Berea exhorts us to suffer the things which he 
inaveain§ These thi done seemingly only, b 

* were not done 7, but 
in reality of truth; for i avapeaniadi tate eiitacrsten be 
arial sola ucttnet Uitsiewin a BR Gee ie 
truly was, since a spirit is invisible, nor was there any truth in 


Ad Paroch. de Euchar. part 2. mam, 25.—Nullam Elementorum 

substantiam remanere, quamvis nihil magis & seusibus alienum et remotum 

videri possit. [p. 185. ioe 1847] 

Bie ae Corpus ot pecans Deel felt te 
sit, sensibus percipi test. [p. 195. 

t Lib. 3. adv. Heeres. 0.20. Flo ok 

eum putative passum: Si enim non ver’ passus est, nulla gratia ei, 


videretur ipse hoc quod non erat, et nos seducit adbortans ea 

ipse non pertulit. [ut supra, vol. 1. p. 211. col. 1.) pts eee 
§ Id. lib. 5. cap. 1. citante Theodoreto. Dial. 2. 04. yp donors 

ravra, aA)’ iy imoardost GAnBeiac tyivero* sid joj Ov og 

igaivero avOpwroc, obre b iy tx’ ad Ocae Ipewe xvetpa Ocoi, drei 

Dah gasses ob ath wonsd aio eke. abe? 68 Wyke Meuse 

dinep tpaivero. [1bid. p. 292. col 2] 
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him ; for he was not that which he appeared to be.” He 
thought it, you see, absurdity enough to say, that Christ ap- 
peared what he was not. But what absurdity can this be to 
them that say it is constantly so in the sacrament, where that 
appears so and so which is not so, as the bread and wine, 
according to them, does? 

Again:* ‘ As Christ therefore rose again in the substance of 
our flesh, and shewed to his disciples the print of the nails and 
the opening of his side, and these are indications of his flesh 
which arose from the dead: so also, he says, he will raise us 
up by his power.” 

Tertullian argues thus against Marcion :¢ “ Believe it, he 
chose rather to be born (which Marcion thought absurd) than 
in any respect to lie, and that against himself; so as to carry 
flesh about him hard without bones, solid without muscles, 
bloody without blood, clothed without a garment, craving 
food without hunger, eating without teeth, speaking without a 
tongue, so that his speech was a phantasm to men’s ears by the 
image only of'a voice.”’ Then he instances in Christ’s shewing 
his hands and feet to his disciples after his resurrection: ‘* Be- 
hold,” says he, “it is I myself; for a spirit has not flesh and 
bones.” But, as he goes on, according to Marcion’s interpreta- 
tion, t ‘“‘ Behold, he cozens, and deceives, and circumvents all 
men’s eyes, all men’s senses, all their approaches and touches. 
Thou therefore shouldst not have brought down Christ from 
heaven, but from some society of jugglers,’ &c. 

Again:§ ‘Now when the flesh of Christ is found to be a 


* Id. lib. 5. cap. 7. Quomodo igitur Christus in carnis substantia 
resurrexit, et ostendit discipulis figuram clavorum et apertionem lateris ;. 
hec autem sunt indicia carnis ejus que surrexit 4 mortuis; sic et nos, 
inquit, suscitabit per virtutem suam. [Ibid. p. 300. col. 1.] 

t De Carne Christi, c. 5. Maluit, crede, nasci, quam aliqua ex parte 
mentiri, et quidem in semetipsum ; ut carnem gestaret sine ossibus duram, 
sine musculis solidam, sine sanguine cruentam, sine tunica vestitam, sine 
fame esurientem, sine dentibus edentem, sine lingua loquentem, ut 
phantasma auribus fuerit sermo ejus per imaginem vocis. [p. 310. 
Par. 1695. ] 

{ Ecce fallit et decipit et circumvenit omnium oculos, omnium sensus, 
omnium accessus et contactus. Ergo jam Christum non de ccelo deferre 
debueras, sed de.aliquo circulatorio coetu, &c. [Ibid. p. 311.) 

§ Idem. adv. Marcion. 1. 3. c. 8. Jam nunc cim mendacium depre- 
henditur Christi caro; sequitur ut et omnia que per carnem Christi gesta 
sunt, mendacio gesta sint, congressus, contactus, convictus, ipsse quoque 
virtutes. Ibid. [p.401.] An credam ei de interiore substantia, qui sit 
de exteriore frustratus? | Quomodo verax habebitur in occulto, qui fallax 
repertus in aperto? [Ibid.] 
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Ee aaa Nae Dine denasbs the featysf 
are as his meeting persons, touching 
them, his onvrsation, ad even is ial themaiven,” 
And when Marcion had instanced in the apy 
sng Aaa an ot he me, ming wth he 
eating, and doing that they were commanded, Tertullian 
answers,* ‘ Know that this is not granted neither, that those 
fissln ted caly mendie tae valor od a true, solid, human sub- 
stance.” 


He adds afterwards,+ “It suffices me to define that, which 
is agreeable to God, viz. the truth of that thing which he has 
made the object of three senses that testify it, vis. sight, 
touch, uch and hearing 

And again :¢ ‘‘ Thou now honourest thy God with the title 
of fallaciousness, if he knew himself to be another thing, than 
or ieR ir Sina laa pre vo 

in his next book against farcion:§ “ argument 
of the woman that was a sinner belongs to this, to prove that 
when she kissed our Lord’s feet, watered them with her tears, 
wiped them with her hairs, and anointed them, she then handled 
the truth of a solid body, and not an empty phantom.” 

Again in the last chapter :| «Why does he offer to their 
inspection his PAREN suit abtes vakivta arateatinamecineiee 
ing of bones, if he had no bones? Why did he add, ‘and know 
that it is 1m ame to wit, whom they had known before to 
eee” ask, bly to this of Tertullian, 

not we to reasoning 
Wy’ des Chis orto our sight the accents of bread 
and Lire eid oa ran yaaa og 
eucharist ; Slee ableton what we see we knew to 
and wine before? 

But the most remarkable testimony of Tertullian’s is in his 


“Libs4, e. 18. Ilius peceatrics argumentam e0 
2 ENR inundaret, inte date 


offert, 
‘que membra ex ossibus constant, si ossa non habebat? Cur adjecit, Et 
scitote quod ego sum, quem scilicet corporeum retro noverant? [p. 460.] 
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book de Anima,* where on set purpose he Acade- 
mies, that would not have men give eredit to senses. He 
urges against them,+ ‘That there is no abuse of the senses but 
has a cause for it: and if those causes deceive the senses, and 


—* It is no ways lawful and fit to call those senses in. 
tion, lest we should doubt of their credit even in Christ him- 


concerning him, or was ived when he touched | 


“Recite John’s testimony : That which we have seen, says 
he, which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, 


lu 
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and our hands have handled of the Word oflife.* This is all 
a false testification, if the nature of the sense of our eyes and 
peer eet Rt 

in the next ? un seems 
use sense as a leader, and author, and principal foundation ; 
neither can truths be laid hold of without it.” 

St. Austin teaches the same doctrine:t ‘ Our eyes do not 
deceive us, for they can only report to the mind how they are 
affected.—If one thinks that an oar is broken in the water, 
and when it is taken out of the water made whole again, he has 
not a bad reporter, but he is an ill judge. For the eye, accord- 
ing to its nature, neither could nor ought to pereeive it, other- 
wise while in the water ; for if the air is a different medium 
from water, it must perceive it one ways in the air, and another 
ways in water. Therefore the fasten Bettis for it was 
made only to see; but the mind judges amiss, 

So also St. Hilary :§ “He takes away their foolish rash- 
ness, who contend that our Lord was seen in the flesh in a 
deceitful and false body; that the Father feigning truth, shewed 
him in the habit of flesh” (as the Romanists makeChrist’s 
body to be shewn fe eh sens panis), “not remembering 
what was said after his resurrection, to the Apostles that 
thought they saw a spirit: Why are ye troubled, ec, Behold 
my hands and my feet, that it is I myself; for a spirit has not 
flesh and bones, as ye see me have.” 

* Recita Johannis testationem: Quod vidimus, Sica quod audivimus, 
oculis nostris vidimus, et manus nostre contrectaverunt de sermone vite. 
Falsa utique testatio, si oculorum et aurium et manuum sensus natura 
mentitur. [Tbid.] 

1 CepsAi2 Vadelugintslocis Sapa, ntliseuiy Ganiting tt 
fundamento, nec sine illo veritates posse contingi. [Tbid. p. 

‘t De Vera Relig. cap. 33. Teese eee Loe 1240.) Pie al gedit 
ser fae i guest Urns oo niger 

remum opinatur, et cum inde aufertur integrari 
‘non habet malum interac ja ontos lt fetes. ‘Nam ille pro natura 


aer, alind aqua, justum est ut aliter in nore, aliter in aqua sentiatur. 
CS ea Shee Ea ut tantum videat : sed 


videte, quoniam spiritus 
me habere. [p. 558. Veron. 1730.) 
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Epiphanius* is very large in arguing the truth of Christ’s 
body, from what was sensibly done to his body; and if he 
argues truly, then what is sensibly done to the bread in the 
eucharist, proves the truth of bread remaining, and not only 
the appearance of it. 

He asks Marcion,t ‘“ How could he be taken and crucified, 
if, according to thy saying, he could not be handled ?—For 
thou canst not define him to be a phantom, whom thou con- 
fessest to fall under the touch.” 

Again he argues,t “That Christ had a true body, because 
he went into the Pharisee’s house and sat down. That which 
sits down, is a bulky body.” 

And when the woman washed his feet with her tears, he 
adds,§ ‘‘ Not the feet of a phantom. And kissed them, per- 
ceiving his body by her touch. And, what feet did she kiss, 
but the feet made up of flesh and bones, and other parts ?” 

So again, || the woman that touched Christ and was healed, 
‘She did not touch air, but something human that might be 
touched.” 

Again :¥ ‘ An imaginary thing, or wind, or a spirit or phan- 
tom, admits neither of burial nor a resurrection. But why 
may not a phantom as well be buried and raised, as accidents 
be broken and distributed, when no bread remains.” 

Again, he observes,** from that of his kneeling down and 
praying, that all this was done év &dnOelg, because his disciples 
saw him,tt ‘and he was found to his disciples under their 
touch.” 

So also concerning Christ’s crucifixion, he observes,{f that 
the piercing his hands and feet with nails, and handling of them 
to do it, could not be déxcnorc xa gavracpa, “‘an imagination 
or show.” But if the Church of Rome say true, he is out; 


* Heres. 42. [p. 302, &c. vol. 1. Colon. 1682.] 

t Ibid. Refut. 4. Dic ovdrAdrdgngOeic cravpovra, 6 pn ve’ agny 
vrorimrwy Kara roy ody Aéyor ;—od yap divaca gayraciay dpiley 
Tov Yorepoy Un’ agny nirrovra dexvipevor. [p. 323.] 

¢ Ibid. Refut.10 et 11. dpa dyenpdy rd xaraxeipevoy. [p. 325.] 

§ 0d davraciag rédag. Tic adie rov owparog aicJavopivy. [Ibid.] 

| Ibid. Refut. 14. Ovdx depoc ipparo, dn’ agyc avSowreiag. [p. 
327. 

q Ibid. Refut. 16. Adxnowc dé 7) dvepog, h veda, } davracia, xn- 
Ociay cal raphy ob avedéixero Kai dvacracty. [p. 327.] 

** Refut. 65. ([Ibid. p. 345.] 
tt ‘Yn’ agiy roi¢g padnraic eiproxdpevoc. [Thid.] 
tt Ibid. Refut. 71. [p. 347.] 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION, 129 


for it is only déeyoue and a phantom, when I chew and fasten 
ae teeth in the host, there no substance that I bite. 
le afterwards Marcion from that expression,* 
© ae was known in breaking of bread. How,” says he,} ‘* was 
this breaking of bread ed ? “fae or 
from a body bulky, and really acting it ?” 

Here I may well observe, that if the very breakin; 
bread argues a true body that did perform that thing ; 
much more forcible is jh question to the Romanists, What 
means the mention of bread broken in the eucharist (as 
Cheeks said to break bread), if nothing be broken at all but 

in show and 

vena also elsewhere Vani when Christ shewed them. 

oses and Elias in the mount, “He did not present an 
image or a pl phantom, as intending to deceive his Apostles ; 
but shewed what they were reall 

Athanasius says,|| “Christ aid both eat meat, and permitted 
his body to be touched by his disciples, that not only their 
eyes, inet also their fingers hight be brought in for witnesses 
peer so removing all suspicion of a phantom or 

appearance.” 

St. “ohrysostom 4] brings in Christ saying thus: “ It is not 
my sn lap mock or abuse mine with a false appearance. If 
the sight is afraid of a vain image, the hands and fingers may 
find out the truth of my body. Perhaps some mist may de- 


ceive the eyes; but a touch owns a body.” 
Also elsewhere,** ng of seeing and heart, he says, 
«« By these senses we call exactly, and seem teachers 


worthy of credit, concerning which we receive 
By uF geht or erg. seeing we nei feign, nor speak 


* ee Refut. 77. UdSev 4 eddote rob prov tytvero. [p. 349.] 
+ Ym) gavraciag. [Ibid 

$ ‘Evepyotvrog bycnpod war’ ddjSeav. 

§ Heres. 64. sec. 36. Ov« bei A Pr ae rode ’Amoarédoug 
Bownépevos drardy, AX 2 jaay dyevdde, [Ibid p, 559. 

Orat. 2. de Ascen. Christi. Aéoac ric gavrasiac 

[vol. 2. p. 6. Heidelb. 1600.] 

De Resurrect. Hom. 9. Lat. Paris. 1588. tom. 3. pag. 775. Non est 
iene ‘meos ludificare phantasmate ; vanam imaginem visus si ee veri- 

‘manus ¢t digitus exploret. Potest ee aliqua oculos 


} oe Hom, 29. in Joan, acd riiy oe Salicar inane robrwy syste wdvra way. 
Bévopar dxpifiac, nai dlibwioros Bocotjuey elvan Giddowahos oxi 
# bbe rapadaBuper, } dxoy deEOpeSa, bole p. 197. Par. 18; 1 
VOL. IX, 
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in ‘a deceitful shadow; so that he seemed to die, when he 


by a cheat.’ 
Suitably to ‘whi asserts in another place :* “If the 
body of Christ was a phantom, Christ deceived us; and if he 
deceive us, he is not the truth. But Christ is the Coad 


ularly they do so in the ease of the eucharist. 
takin I shall give these answers. 
Answ. 1. It is certain, that the Fathers aj [ to our senses 


before, particularly in ‘Tertullim ; to which’ let me add one 
remarkable testimony out of St. Austin:+ “This which you 
see upon God’s altar, pend ie h ecg od en 


He to their eyes, you see, as to the elements before 
tha tal opporapdaat tase 

a cup, they were not deceived. But then he informs them of 
that which their senses could not be judge of, because not an 
object of them, which was understood by the bread and the 
pa we hal hent afterwards 
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ormiia’of it the encbarinieckide etoile 


of Jerusalem,* speaking of holy chrism : “Take 
heed you do not ree} says he, “this to be mere 
ointment.’ Sense indeed reaches no further than that ; | 
the, ompaing crim withthe eucharistic ott be 
looked upon as common bread after consecration), he 
“We are to look upon this holy ointment not as bare 
common ointment, after consecration; but as the grace of 
Christ,” &c. 1 in 
So also he says of baptism :t +t “Come not to the font as to 
spl ete wate, toe spa grace tha is given 
with the water.”§ Anda 
he, “about to descend into the water, do not wees 
simpleness of the water.” And yet, for all this, he never 
intended to deny it to be true water. dere 
Gelasius Cyzic. :|| ‘We are not to consider our baptism 
with sensitive, but with intellectual eyes. “ 
Or, as St. Austin says :] “You ought not to make an esti 
mate of those waters with your eyes, beers om 
Thus also St. Ambrose,** speaking of baptism: ‘As to 
what thou hast seen, to wit, the waters, and not those alone, 
but Levites there minist , and the bishop asking questions, 
and consecrating ; first of the praises 
that we are not to look upon the thi 
on the things which are not seen, &e. Do not therefore 
only believe thy bodily eyes: that is rather seen, winch Sa 


* Catech. Mystag. 3. “Opa ju) irovonoye txetvo rd Losi pave 
adyat. [p, 316. Venet. 1763 ] is - 

+ Kai rd dyov roiro pipov obx tre Yiddv, obdt rowdy “per 
inichnow, add Xpuarod xapioua, &e. (Ibid. p, 317.) 

t Idem Catech. Mum. 3. Mi) de Beare ry ee 
ANA Tp perd rod Baroc ddopsry nya x x ere fs 40. 

rae wr vl mpéaexe, Sc. (Ibid. inset 
{ Dinsypose c.4. T) Bérricpa hear ob roic Roee 
karavonréoy, éAXa roig pai tes 

{ Serm. 2. in ape Soca: 40) XSi aes Non debetis 
‘aquas illas oculis zstimare, sed mente. 

** De his quiinitiantur. c. 3, Quod vidisti aquas tique nd poe ga 
Levitas illic ministrantes, summum Sacerdotem interrogantem et conse- 
crantem: Primo omnium docuit te Apostolus, non ea contemplanda nobis 
aS, sed que non videntur, &c. Non ergo solis corporis tui 
oculis credas, Magis videtur quod non videtur, quia istud 
illud zternum aspicitur, quod oculis non comprehenditer, samo autem 
et mente cernitur. [vol. 2. p. 327. Par. 1690.] 
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seen; because that is temporal, this is eternal, which is not 
comprehended by our eyes, but is seen by our mind and 
‘understanding. 


© St. ipa cen pecans ae Eo 
“Let us believe ’s affirmation, for this is more faithful 
than our sight ; for our sight often is deceived, that is im- 
het to fall to the i? Pape mi 
it is so uent an expression it. Chrysostom, “that 
God's serie varia ca! than our eyes,” that he 
applies it not only to the sacraments, but even to the case of 
iving : for thus he says:+ ‘Let us be so affected when 
ba er ultia:to/therpoor as if we gave them to Christ him- 
self: for his words are more sure our sight. Therefore 
when thou seest a poor man, remember the words wherel 
Christ signified, that he himself is fed. For though what is 
seen is not Christ, yet under this shape he receives thy alms, 
and asks it.” 

Answ. 3. The Fathers in the matter of signs and sacra- 
ments therefore call upon us not to listen to our senses, and 
credit them, because, in such cases, they would have us to 
consider things beyond and above their information ; such as 
relate to their use and efficacy ; these being spiritual things 
signified by what is risibles Rhecein they place the mystery, 
and which sense can neither discover nor judge of. 

St. Austin has a rulet in this case : “Yay this, treating af 
signs ; in which none ought to attend to what they are, but 
ee oe 3, that ars they signify. Fora 
sign is a thing, which besides what ap, ‘ing the 
— does of itself make somewhat tigen our 

ts.’ 

So also Origen § describes a sign to be a note of another 
tena peuslenthate a keane tae oe 

* In Joan. Hom. 24, NeSdpeOa roivuy rj drogdoe rot Geot- Sew 
pigieriy ‘airy maroripa: m piv yap dug rodAayod kai opddXerat, 

eiyny 6 dpnxavor dureaety. [ut vol. 8. p. 168.) 

Hom. 89. in Math. Td. pjuara abrod rijc ivewe huav marérepa, 
El ydp wai rd patvdpevoy ok tori Xpioric, GAN’ by robrp rq oxipate 
a vet kal mpooairel. (Ibid. vol. 7.p. 936. 


Christ. 1. 2. c. 1. De signis differens, dico, ne quis in 
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oop eines fore Seek teins eae 
former objettion; ‘as ‘Bi: Ohryaqstonn 
clad, howe wets dea ts bo Sons tage 


. and di 
with him, and speaks what he pleases ‘to him by letters.§ 
Just thus it is in a mystery ; unbelievers hearing, seem not to 


In I Cor. Hom: 7. Bait. Savi. tom. 3. p. 280. al 
trepa morebopey. [vol. 10. p. 59. Par. 1836.] Taek Bh ope 

+ 'Acobuy Aovrpdy ixeivoc, dmdoe bdup eno bob rd 
dpépevor drhac Brit, addA roy rhe Woxne ‘ 
bie 5 Aarne sivw ra gaivbpeve: adda rate b90eXp as 

kph ra gai 
faut atob vena Kpiorse besa tye vod 70 «i 
iapteel eh plot Count apts acorn 
Olirw Kal int rod 7 : 

sabiceees ob doeuoree deta & cera tid ° 


rowel 
fae Iprslas,Spder Ov lnenpis hy Sevopibo Tal eG 
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hear; but the ted the Spirit, 

as the poner fe biden idden. i my 
a discourse of St. Chrysostom’s explains a in St. 


sere ate teaches aah how. a eoapd i 
pages eucharist, “Do not consider 
ive batand, owine ; for it fe Fhe ody aud Dlood of 
to our Lord’s affirmation. And although 

see spe to thee, let faith confirm thee, Do not 
judge matter by thy taste; bnt by faith be adeubiesly 
Persad, ‘suaded, that thou art ured with the body and blood of 
Fe corens “Being fully persuaded, that the visible 
Hat esp tat et Ra perceive it such, but the 
Pen of Chet. ged. Shes uae wine B apt Fi a the 


Saree « ge ens fit Sie ce ft 
ith, a is not_a 3 but we are 
delieve, and not doubt of its truth. 


eyes only upon the things set before’ us, but let us hold fast 
ES ES wondemot ei gslnb nan sense ashy 


‘may : that can. to ; 
Tie od ea ores en ois Fe 


ecateet Av Miytage IE) epieexe ce Wie ee dere Hal rg oi 
ina yap kai alva Xprorov xara ray deamoriey ened inte. 


EO Ee peli olvoc, ode 
ai, AANA ala Xpiarod. (Thid. 


kai iv dvridiyuy 
Tyas borg rede! ete sicrgeste armed 


889.) 
eeylvo itn fnbenoe, Ad, ra phyara abrod 
sare eee a ar ee cr el ed 
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Pethusded of it and ‘belive it and’ took upon it with intel 
rkite for Christ has given us nothing sensible, but in’ 
sensi 


nity to ings intelligible. es 
what is sensibly done, is the gift of water; but what: 
sted, i igil i Late and renovation.”” 


may deceive us, but to trust the word of God in the one case’ 
as well as the other ; it will not give the least countenance to” 
the absurdities of transubstantiation. r 
And as for those words of his, “that Christ delivered’ 
nothing sensible to us,” they must be understood with’ au 
abatement, that we are not to be intent and to fix our thoughts 
merely upon what we see; for else it is certain, that there is 
Pa sensible delivered in the eucharist, else there would 
be no sign nor no sacrament ; and that Father would contra- 
dict himself, who in the very next words tells us, tha 0 
sensible things he has delivered intelligible” (that is 
“things to us ;” for which he brings what is bestowed upon 
us in baptism as a proof. ‘ 


CHAP. VII. 
THE SEVENTH DIFFERENCE. < 


When the Fathers call the Eucharist Christ's body and blood, 
the Roman Church understands it of Christ's natural body 
given there. But the Fathers do not so; but understand 
it most commonly of the elements of bread and wine, even 
when they call them the body of Christ, and give us the 
reasons why they so call them. 


I NEED not tell you, how the Romish writers catch at every 
lace of the Fathers where they meet with the mention of 
Garst’s body and blood; all their citations are full of little else 
but testimonies of this kind. mt 
But if they had a mind to understand their sense, and did 


oddity yap aleSnrdv waptiuxey sipiv b Xpardc, ad’ aloOnrote wey 

pact waved ré vonraé: obrw Kai ty ry Bawriopare dt aloSyrod 
pay xpdyparoe yiveras roi tiéaroc rd dapov, vonrdy st rb dxorehod= 
pevoryy vernon kal dvaralywerg. [Ibid] 
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not merely listen to the sound of their words, they would 
quickly see them interpret themselves, so that there could be 
ceo I oe cece ie hat i pian Which 
tion, or what is spi 

i chibeyationdc ont Rien oil sppoay: 

hopes LN ee hia Biber ae 
us, that they studiously an le the mysteries from 
bee pxooni, eatin eE of the Church, and in it. Therefore 


‘Thus Cyril a an tells us,* “That we do not speak 
openly of the mysteries among the catechumens, but often 
‘many things Ssertipatin that the faithful that are acquainted 

nena Delman = cee ate peti un- 


ry rey may not rte 


openly, but I dare not, eats of them spe not ee 
For make. our exposition more difficult, compelling us 
othe ae ee nly, or to declare to them that 
it to be concealed.’ 

this account tl concealed what was apt to be 
despised (whether they did well or no in this, I shall not here 
-question), scarce to name the visible elements, but 
mentioning them with more glorious titles, such as could not be 
Thus they called bay by the name of 

puriapoc, ‘illumination ; ari they led the eucharist, the 
quod norunt fideles, wich the faithful know (thus 
concealing it), or the sacrifice of the ee and blood of Christ. 
They call the Lord’s table an altar, the ministers priests, 


* Catech. Ilum. 6. pag. 149. Edit. 4. Paris. 1608. "AAAd woANd zrod- 
Aénig Meyipey Umesexadvppérac, &c. 

+ In Psal. 103. Quid est quod occultum est, et non publicum in Ec- 
clesia? Sacramentum Baptismi, Sacramentum Eucharistie. 


AR Ee 
z : q i te 
ee 
3 i a treet e emitted 
i ieiyle iy ath ina 
Hele ty Geet 
baie eae ai abet 
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~ St. Cyprian,* discoursing against those that consecrated and 
drank only water in the sacrament, says, “When Christ sa} 
Lamthe true vine, the bloed of Christ ti) rages bs 
but wine. So can. the Lord’s body be flour alone, or 
water alone, a and coupled and 
Biased: together mth ‘orls loet 


» Where nobody candoubt of St. ’s meaning, that by 
Christ’s ee he understands)not natal body but the 
sails the € wih anit Ie lu 

so the Council « decreed against th 
Pra aS weeps sy ooceg eh cin finebebarisie £4 
thing lb red the boty na ‘blood of Christ, as 
the Lord himself delivered it” "(the phrase carries its sense in 


the face of itp if, pecker hn oes “<that 
pt beth Ferore hee 

What ne more sat of Theodoret,t when he 
says, “That our Saviour ¢ names, and on-his body 


mysteries he: 
mixed (kpaya) blood.” Is it not clear that neither in one case 


nor the other these sayings are to:be: Lote ghd 
fnrsiosinds oil ep Ph rhcn, Thedlonss belo 

have cited, makes) + §* As after consecration 
palin ore sey Thine the Ls Hod he 


farina sola, aut nisi que adunatum 
Taper reap eres 


Li 


‘i 5 dprthor 
c ai aad ae ae Tig adn Org duridov oo 
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One a fears Sie iyuting wince shal stot Cra 


Ses Smita has ct nae eryiae which cannot well be 
mistaken to express any other sense but ours, when 
of virginst Macca A elation Dayo S oe 


aye, and said, ‘God forbid “bi ha shoul btn rn 


either they sid nothing. oth poor, of hy ok tat 
i said n¢ to the p or 
ee called the blood of Christ, £. 
St. Chrysostom, s] of the prepay ane 
peliies! ia tho charcksy ays t in the tumult, * the:most 


how to discover them, pane ra meee 
ies in the pamper nepetempe pment 
sometime be mee Soetansch with or Se 
take the of ist, but alt drinking 
tee toed ck Sor tee ition.” as aay 
In the sense both of Leo and the Manichees the body and 
blood here must be taken figuratively ; for such bad men as 
they, in the sense of the ancients, could not eat, or any way 
receive Christ’s body ina proper sense, but being understood of 
the type of it, viz. of the sacramental bread that they would re- 
ceive ; but not the type of his blood, viz. the wine, because, 
as St. Austin|| observes, “they drink no wine, saying, itis the 


* Epist. 63. Hoc quis veretur, ne per saporem vini redoleat sanguine. 
Christi. ad, ra, Pp» 230.] 

+5 chium. Ebrietati ium copulantes aiunt, Absit 
ut ego me rss teas pealelep re ors tra 1. p. 96. Veron. 1734.) — 

} Epist. 1. ad Innocent. Td dytérarov alua Xprorov cig ra ad 
orparwriy indria eexetro. is supra, vol. 3. p. 618.) 

(Smt de Quadrages. in Sacramentorum pene ft 


sanguin 
p- 161. Venet. 1753.) s 

|| De Heres. 46. Vinum non bibunt, dicentes fel esse principum 
tenebrarum. [ut supra, vol. 8. p. 51.] 
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gall of the Prince of Darkness.” They had no more prejudice 
against the blood than the body of Christ, only they took it to 
be wine, which they abhorred. 

8. Observ. The Fathers speak of Christ’s body and blood 
Ee ie ean diminution 

‘hich plainly tell us, ec steerage of his sub- 
“ona natural body, but in a itive sense. Thus, 

Origen says,* “That bread in Prhatwocuetat is made by 
acertain holy body.” 

aed St. Austin if «Christ took i in his hands what the faith- 
ful understand, and after a sort, carried himself when he said, 
This is my body. ti 

Bede,t upon the same Psalm, has the same term of restric- 
tion, “Christ, after a sort, was carried in his own hands.” 

St. Austin elsewhere,§ ‘¢ In a certain sense the sacrament of 
the of Christ is Christ’s body ; and the sacrament of the 
blood of Christ, is Christ’s blood.”” Just as at Easter we say, 
“This day Christ rose,” Decause it is a memorial of it. 

pes Chrysostom|| says of the consecrated bread, “that it has 

the name of "bread (though the nature of it remains), 
babs counted worthy to be called the Lord’s body.” 

‘Theodoret, in likemanner :{j “He honoured the’ visible sym- 
bots with the appellation of his body and bl 

Facundus Hermian.** is most express We call,” says he, 
“the sacrament of his body and. are which is in ‘the conse- 
erated bread and cup, his body and blood ; not that properly 
the bread is his body, and the cup his blood,” &e. 

So also is St.Chrysostomt+ in another place; where he shews 
that the word flesh is not always taken for the gtoie cdparoc, 


* Contr. Celsum 1. 8. p. 399. Edit. Cantabr. [1658.] 2dpa dyiby ri. 
4 In Pan. 33, cone, 2 -Accept in manns quod norunt fdeles ot ipe 
, ciim diceret, Hoc est Corpus meum, [vol. 4. 


“$/In Peal. 33. Christus quodammodo ferebatur in manibus suis. [vol. 
8. p.471. Colon. Agr. 1688.) 
P'Bpist. 23. ad Bonifuc. Secundum quendam modum Sacramentum 


Corporis Ch Sacramentum sanguinis Christi, 
sanguis Christi est. [vol. 2, p. 400. Par. 1836.] 

II Epist. est Dominici Corporis ap- 
Pq Dialog. 1. Ta Spcuera ipBaha rj rod esuarog eal alyarog 


moognye reriyneev. (ut supra, p. 26.) 
3. capit. 1. 9.—Non quod proprié Corpus ejus sit panis, 
&e. 
tt In Gal. 5.17, vol. 3. Savil. p. 755, [ut supra, vol. 10, p. 854.] 


142 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACRAMENTS. 


Bede also gives§ the same reason in his 
Romans. Sipe el 

ghia arpa ct pritbepengin | D 
‘mame, speaks thus :|| ‘Thou mayst say, perhaps, I 
the substance.of blood.: .Well, but, it has ita’ Hkenesns 
as thou hast received the likeness of his death, so thou 


og Cyprian f+ When hii caled bread, ade op of many 


Ty 


ismy 

St. Austin 3§ “See how the signs are varied, faith remaining 
thesame. There (in the wilderness) the rock was Christ ; to 
us that which is ed on God’s altar is Christ.’” 

‘Again elaewhere more filly: Al) things intended to signify, 

portabat indicat adunatum : et quando sanguinem yinum ap- 

man ish ige atque pe aay a yressum sy tue nu cect, 
Fees (ene $18.) 

* De Instit. Ceci Bly Donians are et = 
guinem suum in eis unum onen ie 
ex missive grans sive acinis, Sees 
ficarent. 


(a ate aa 18. Panis quia confirmat Corpus, ideo 
faa haalptedsdiettigasias apices fn 

ideo ad sanguine Chrt rrr fp. 3880 Coton. Agr 

6. de. Orat.. jus in pane eensetur, Hoe est corpus 


‘idete, fide manente, signa variata, Ibi Petra 
ister ida Saraltas Dei ponitur. [vol. 3. p. 2132. 
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‘seem in a sort to sustain the persons of those things which 

they signify, as the Apostle says, The Rock was Christ, 

epeume his o0k- of ay shone i 
Cyril of Jerusalem* says, ‘ Wherefore with Decne 

‘us receive it (viz. the bread and wine) as the body and blood 

of Christ ; s dors ype’ of et i ny aaa a 


meh of wine his blood.” r 
lus of Constantinople :+ ‘ Instead of the let us 
‘venerate the altar ; fnatend of the Infimt lot. 1a ei 
bread that is blessed by the Infant (viz. Christ).” 

Victor Antiochen. :¢ “ When the Lord said, This is 
this is my blood, sere as Hera set forth the 
should, after giving of thanks, reckon it to be his body, and 
partake of it, and account the cup to be instead of his blood.” 

‘The author of the commentaries attributed to St. Jerome§ 
“Christ left to us his last remembrance, just as if a person, 

a journey from home, should leave some pledge to one 

stant be eye that as oft as he looked upon it, he = 
eg decanter berigica se 

So also Amalarius :|| “ Christ head gave 

‘ost. The priest bows Kimi ands and commends to br 

‘ather this w] ich is offered as a sacrifice in the place of Christ.” 

5. Observ. That although, for the reasons given, the Fathers 
call the sacrament Christ's body, yet they plainly say, that 
what is distributed in the eucharist is without any life or sense, 
which cannot be said of Christ’s natural body. 

Epiphanius :{ ‘We see what our Race took in his hands 
(viz. bread), and having given thanks, said, This is mine, 
and that ; and yet we see, that it is not equal to it nor like it, 


* Catech. Mystag. 4.—'Q¢ cdparoc kai alparoc peradapBdvoper 
Xpusroi* aerisane rip prov, &e. [p. 320. Venet. 2585) 
Ee Gta "Avril roo Apkgoug reperruEipela roy dud rod Bpigaue 
jevoy prov. 
ves 14. Citante Bulingero adv. Casaub. Adrot oda vopiZew. 
TS fae rorioiay | iy rae alparoc jsioSa. 
In 1Cor. 11. Ultimam nobis moe pee or al ar mee 
dereliquit, aati si quis, 
quem diligit derelinquat, ut quotiescunque ill 
ficia et amicitias memorare, [vol. 11. p. as. “aon von 1148) 
De Offic, Eccles. 1. 3. c. 25. Edit. Hittorpii, p. Be ines 
ola inclinato capite, emisit spiritum. Sacerdos inclinat se, 
quod vice Christi immolatum est, deo Patri commendat. 
J In Anchorat. Toiré pou dori réde. — ove too doriv, oid 
Bpowy, ob TH ees sixévt, ob TH dopary Sebrnrt &e.— Zr poy- 
yurostdic kai dvalaSnrov ise mpde ry Sévapey. 


E 


> ‘TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 145 


os of Alexandria, * aariane: ho 
pie eebrlae “ He (Origen) does oe that 
mystical waters in baptism are consecrated by the coming of 
seer voacteatateeapa eich voter toe onzeenctibes 


reason that they the body and blood of our 
moon Wvpneededithirthe same awa ie that his 
wt, Obern hat 


Cyprian:¢ “Another who was also defiled, the sacrifice 
being celebrated by the priest, was so bold as privily to take 


* Epist. Paschal. 2, Non recogitat aquas in Baptismate mysticas ad- 
senta Bp. Sen i, panemque Dominicum, quo Salvatoris Corpus 
in sanctificationem 


net nostri, et S. calicem, 
eS i cla ui iin sun, pr voc. 


S. sanctificari. 

Be Tip Ae Ue Ur ascent qt ignorant erat testimoniis 
Eres maser sist wero 
sacrosque calices et sancta velamina, et ewtera que ad cultum 
I ee 

fimoniam non habere, sed ex consortio corporis et sanguinis Domini, 
pane geaalarea {ut supra, vol. 1. 
“Lib. de Lapsis. Quidam alius et ipse maculatus, sacrifcio & Sacer- 


‘Donmistedere Ribera {at supe p38] 
1x, 
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a part of it with others, but he could not eat and handle the 
(body) of the Lord.”” j a) 
‘Alexandr.:* “When the bishop, according 
had divided the encharist, they suffered every: t 
to take a portion of it.” Sareea 


mnie os 


tion, | a een 
of the consecrated gift 


takes of that ‘which given to 
es of receives a the aie 
whether a person receive a single part from the priest, 


of it, 
"Which 
cannot be said io Ca rope body. + hl 


And elsewhere** his OT 
to taks.a part from ths body-af the imtoasuladal > 
Also in another place, he says,++ “In receiving we know 
eel 
* Strom, 1. 1.—"Exe Aaot Xr be 5 
rovew. [p. 318. Yen ote ae ae sas 
seen Couacthine acre is ne em re et a 
seen ligartuncer a 2. p. 176. col. 2. yaa}; are 
+ Epis. 289. ad Cossarium, ok . 267, Par. 1839. %% 
§ Tavrdv roivey tori rg duvdper, sire piav pepida erat tte apd 
708 leptwe, ere woddae pepidac duod. [Tbid. p. 268.] ne 
{| Epist. 1. ad Justum. Etsi param sumas, etsi plurimum haurias, 
eadem perfecta est omnibus mensura redemptionis. [ut supra, p. 779.) 


i bo ad Paulin.—Ad distribuendum 
vol, 2. p. 761. 
ou Bi Casulanum. De agni immaculati corpore partem 
an [Ibid. p. 115.] 
tt De Verb. } Serm. 33. In aceipiendo novimus quid cogitemus.. 


oes sen, sokglgns af In garde apres (Bos TSM ages 5 
p. 813. 


| 
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mea ee pak We receive a little portion, and are fatted at 


of Alexandria, * says, ‘ The least part of the consecrated 

which he alls the eulogy) mingles the whole body into 
itself, and fills it with its own energy 5 and thus both Christ is 
becca mpreentary es 
story of the presbyter, that when Sera- 

petectee ee by aboy, “a ittle bit of the eucha- 


And has a like story of a possessed woman, “that 
bares Been salt portion of our Lord’s body.” 

Pius Lin tle attributed to him (and made 
sty eli) op s of “some of the blood of Christ 


seus sa RE tye brome and dimes what inte 
7. ere te of the body of 
. Observ. The Fathers speak of making the 
Christ in the eucharist, in a sense quite different from that of 
EI CD 


St. Jerome frequently nses the phrase of making Christ’s 
body,” and speaking of the pests that sueceeded to the 
istles, in one epistle,|| he says, “They make the body of 
with their holy mouth.” 
pres he boty at of them, “That upon their 
the body of Christ is made.” 
Rico in a thind epistle** he describes a priest to be ‘ One 
that mediates betwixt God and men, and one that makes the 
Heh ee tke Eacab th hs hel mout 
Here now of the Church of Rome take eare to advance 
the priesthood, gh even with words of blasphemy. 


© In Joan. 6.57. ’Odyordrn ebdoyia cbpray ipiv ele dary 
aoesien Pisin aiailarea leler, treiyslacrtourkapst, etre ret 
fits iran Xpiards, wat cic al xahuy by abrg, (vol. 4, p- 365. 


— 1. 6, c. 36.—Bpay? rife ebyaporiag. [c. 44.] [p. 246. 
t 7m temporis. c. 6.—Brevem portiunculam Corporis Do- 
minici. 
‘De Euchar, 1. 2. cap. 5. Si quid de sanguine Domini stillaverit in 
terram. 
‘Epist. 1. ad Heliodor, Qui Christi Corpus Sacro ore conficiunt. 
pest tee 1780) pa 
{Ad Evagrium. Ad quorum preces Christi Corpus sanguisque 


** Ad Fabiolam. Dei et hominum, et carnes agni sacro ore 
conficiens, [Bpist, 64. Ibid. p. 356.] 


ox 


L2 
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|St, Hilary:* “Every thing that is made, was not before it 


was 
St Ambrose:+ “That which is made, to be.” 
| St. Austin :} “To make is true of that wl was not at 


"Cyril Alexand. :§ “It cannot be, that what already exists, 
should be brought into being, but what does not exist. 

Vigilius also :|| “To be made, is the usual property of him 
who never subsisted 


before, 
Cassianus also: already cannot return 
iat ah a a 2 ‘by a new crea- 


i theta do yery ill accord with the doctrine of the 
Roman Church,** which teaches, that the conversion in the 
eucharist is made, “without any change in our Lord; for 
neither is Christ generated, or is changed, or increased.” 

, they so speak of making Christ’s body, thatat 
canot be undead of ny other Uma is xp a gt 
ani, For the Fathers say, that ‘‘ bread is made his b 
ian :++ “Christ, when he had taken bread and 
fitepte nity disciples, made his body, saying, ‘This snp 


pee 
“Christ. commanded his les. (speaking 
of the sir hitee fr Divine economy maar them, i. e. 
bread and wine) to make the image of his body.” 

Cyril of Jerusalem :§§ “When the invocation is over, the 


* De Trin. 1. 12. Omne quod fit, antequam fiat non fuit. [vol. 2. 
415. Veron. 1730.] ‘i Bark: 
+ De Incarn. 53. Quod fit, init. [ut supra, p. 707, 


} De Moribus Manich. ©. 7. Facere enim est quod omnind non erat. 
[ut supra, vol. 1. p. tie) 
"Thesaar. “Aseert. 20.-O8 yap By Bjrov ® a ay tig rd evar 


9 ra, NA rd a) By. +, {at mm, vl 5. par. 1. 
| Li tie Fieri, ejus solet oat Heoutteiny ht Ridiqoem 
lgeniaieee | [Max. Bibl. Vet. Pate. vol. 8. p. 728. col. 1. Lugd. 1677.] 
q Lib. 7. de Incarn. 2 Que orta jam it, redire in id rursum 
see aocent, ut 201 vi. creatione generentur. 
** Catechis. ad Paroch. de Eucharist. n. 39. Sine ulla Domini nostri 


neque aut 
BUR Maree). 4.6, 40s distributam 
Corp su lum ey ES Day widhon Wend [at tore 


‘Demonst. Evang, lib. 8. Ty}y eieéva roi Siow odjparog mouetoSac. 
§§ Catech. Mystag. 1. 'Exuc\joewe rerbry Seas vyiverae 
copa Xparrod, oot ‘lvoe aipa Xporod. (ut supra, p. 308. 


leon 
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bread is made the body of Christ, and the wine the blood of 


ry Ny Se a eee 
the mystery as consecrated it, it is and is 
Leceinges Christ.” 

St. Austin :t Nota bread, bat ony that which dine 
Christ's is made the body of Christ.” 

t Canon of the Mass: ‘* Which oblation, O A God 
we beseech thee youchsafe to make blessed, allowal 
rationable, and acceptable, that it pare us 
eater cae techs oa Jesus Christ,” &e 

Also the Fathers say still more expressly that the: bod 
and blood of Christ, a thode of bread Stal ace 7 

Thus the author of the Book of Sacraments under St. 
Ambrose’s name :§ “Perhaps thou wilt say, 
nimual, breails' bat though’ that) Bread Bea 
sacramental words, yet upon consecration, of bread is tbe 
flesh of Christ.” 

Gaudentius :|| «The Creator and Lord of nature 
who Iuces bread out of the earth, of bread be 
is able, and has promised it) he makes his own 
that of water made wine, made also of wine his bl 

Now all this can be meant of nothing else, but 
heard out of Eusebius before, of the image otha bay, 
he commanded his disciples to make. th Kis 

St. Jerome also Fe ee 
upon those words of the Prophet :' shall flow 
to the goodness of the Lord, for wheat, and for wine 


* Orat. in Christi Baptisma, Zoya mee 
Me ee Par. 1638.) 
+ Serm. de Diversis, 87. Non omnis panis, 
fiche Chet fit Corpus Christi. [Serm. et 
# Canon Missa, Quam oblationem tu D Deus in 
Denedictam, adscriptam, ratam, ra 
webs Crp & aga ar tin ta a 


§ Lib. wr de Sacram. c, 4.'Tu fort® dices, Meus panis est _ ratus : 
panis iste panis est ante verba Sacramentorum, ubi accesserit 
de Ps 

EY ope ise naturarom Creator ¢ Dominus qui 
de terra panem, de mone rm 


imp! org et benedictio Sanctificationis ostenditur. sein 
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He adds, “Of which the Lord’s bread is made, and the type 
et ee cmon y ere ioe ea 


8 


ceived in the eucharist. 
So Tertullian} explains himself: ‘He made bread his 


body, This is my body, that is, the figure of my body.” 
And Ree Neither may the sey bl Whi 
aS command, make the saeranent of the body and 


St. Chrysostom,§ speaking of 7 «« By this the mat- 
Re TA eds abel Where 


Tisande ery observable, that the Fathers sometimes call 
lee bread and wine, and sometimes the mystical 
of Christ, 
bere Austin says,|| “Our bread and cup is made payee: 
cal to us, by a certain consecration, and does not grow so. 

St. Chrysostom thus :¢] « The mystical body and blood is not 
made without the grace of the S| spirit. 

‘When St. Ambrose had said,** ‘This body which we make 
is of the Virgin,” he explains this phrase by another before it, 
viz. “That sacrament which thou -aiveet eal by the word 
of Christ.” And is by another saying of his that follows, 
“ Tt was true flesh of Christ that was crucified and buried ; it 


Pepe 88. Nes ie Presbyteris, mai eo (sc. Episeopo) jubentte, 
‘Sacrament et sanguinis Christi conficere. (vol. 2. p. 1272. 
‘Venet. 1756. 


§ Hom. 29. in Genes. ‘H dxd0ene ric cwrnpiag iypav ray dyalav 
Sid. rodrov reMtirat, [vol. 4. p. 331. Par. 1837. 
|| Contr. Faust. 1. 20. c. 13. Noster panis et calix certi consecratione, 
Co pee non nascitur, [ut supra, vol. 8. p, 538. 
Resurrect. Mort. Hom. 33, 2apa kai alua pvorindy ovw dv 
ae meee Tig mvebparog xdpiros xuprs. 
de iis qui initiant. c. 9. Hoc quod conficimus Corpus ex Virgine 
Sacramentum illud quod accipis, sermone Christi conte Vera 
‘iijue oe Chris, Satis see soothes ook ce poptn t= ere ergo carnis 
illius Sacramentum est. [ut supra, p. 339.] 
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St. Austin,* speaking of that which is upon the Lord’s table 
(which the Church of will have to be Christ's natural 
body), says, that} ‘it is blessed and sanctified.” 

And Gandentius,t speaking of Christ, whom he compares 
to the paschal lamb, says, “ Through all the houses of the 
churches, in the mystery of bread and wine, being sacrificed 
he refreshes, being believed on he quickens, being consecrated 
he sanetifies them that consecrate.” 

This can be only true in representation, which is said of 
Christ’s being sacrificed and. sanctified (or consecrated) by us ; 
for the proper and natural body of Christ can neither be 
sanctified in a proper sense, nor sacrificed by us, as I shall 
ee Sey oy r 
1. Not sanctified properly. 

Fes this he tne Metta ere te actin to God; 
and though we may dedicate ourselves to God, yet not the Son 
of God to him. 

Origen :§ <‘To sanctify a thing, that is, to vow it to God.” 

Cyril Alexandr. :|| ‘‘ That which is said to be sanctified does 
not partake of all holiness, but it rather signifies that which is 
devoted to God in honour of him.” Now Christ is certainly 
partaker of alt holiness. 

Jobius :{] ‘ We say a place, or bread, or wine is sanctified, 
which are set apart for bcd, and are not put to any common 
use. 


pet ius :** “ That which is sanctified and offered, because 
it is l, begins to be sanctified, therefore it was not holy 
before.” This cannot be affirmed of Christ’s er body, 
which was never other than latpe ubvapag ete typical 
bread which was common before. 


* Epist. 59. Quod in Domini mensa est. 2 

+ — Benedicitur et sanctificatur. (Epist. 149. p. 761. Par. 1836.) 

+ In Exod. tract. 19. Per sit Ecclesiaram domos in mysterio 
panis et vini reficit immolatus, vivificat creditus, consecrantes sanctificat 


§ In Levit. Hom. 11. Sanctificare aliquid, hoc est, vovere Deo. [vol. 
2. p. 247. Par. 1733.]) 

f Com. in Esaiam. Edit. gr. lat. p. 178. [Lutet. 1638.] Td dydZeoSax 
Aephhsepiiscini'warria) Ay majied hud tev lor ahs'onjalvas Be NB iNer 
Kai 7d tig Sokay dvareOemivoy rH Sep. 

Apud Photium, cod. 222. ‘AyuileoSae rdv réroy, i) roy dproy, 
firbe slyor, a ri 2eG gopty ApoplfeaSar, al pie undeplay conn} 
vy. 


We 
** In Levit. 1. 7. Quod sanctificatur et offertur, eo quod offertur sanc- 
tificari incipit, ergo prius non erat sanctum, 
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psariine: re ita bean 
ig phdhcenr writers I 

the S 
= labours, passion, in the figure ie aed 
St. Austin :+ ‘ Was not Christ offered once in himself? And 
yet every day in the sacrament he is offered for bean 


Bit see, these two, to be sacrificed 
(end that is bit one), and tobe offered in the ncrament, and 
that may be every 


‘ino sewhers*]* Doee Chriat die so” tte et Batis 


eucharist) is the passion and the cross.” > nel 
Which he explains thus So resend offer the 
sane miso or rather make a remem! i ths pean 
of Alexandria,** speaking 


= Christ’s body, says, port is not the 
retirees but the remembrance of that one s 
7 


orrTbootonet aloo-flly tll ast th C2 What 
that are skilled in divine matters, that we do-mot/oBerseny 


lanes ae ‘Labores Passionis, Sc. in figura comporia\ et 


# Bpst., 28, ad Bonifac. Nonno seniel immolabas est Christie i 
satis tamen in Sacramento omni i poeta ieee 
Pp. 


ie 
He in Matth, M & ) wal 
=) rae ee are 78m os oa borane. ot 
om. Div abriy (Sualay) det maoipev, 
Maddow 2 dvdyonew ipyazineda hhh Tid vol. eh a oat 
** Apud Photium, cod, 280, 09 Suess ert hapdpay 


GA rig Ewak wn Suciac évéuynore. [ut supra, 
+t In Epist. ad Hebr. 4% 4 Parry tenpey Ls Seta pangioney, 
aa rig wag gations kai curnpiov rijy uviny tmredeiy. [vol 3. p. 
Hal. 1 7 read 
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other sacrifice, but make a remembrance of that one saving 
one.” 

St. Austin’s words are also remarkable:* “To eat bread 
in the New Testament is the sacrifice of Christians.” 


tinually the remembrance instead of the sacrifice. What can 
be more plain ?” 

St. ‘Ambrose seyacf that Chaeteis ered beriss but di s (i 
imagine) in an image, and he opposes this to his offering him- 
self (in veritate) in truth. 

St. Austin says :§ ‘ Our Priest, who offered himself an holo- 
caust for our sins, also commanded the similitude of his sacrifice 
to be celebrated in memory of his ‘s 

And elsewhere :|| The flesh and blood of this sacrifice— 
after Christ's ascension, is celebrated by the sacrament of 
remembrance.” 

Lastly, Fulgentius{ calls the sacrifice, which the holy Church 
ceases not to offer through the whole world, “the sacrifice of 
bread and wine ;” and says, that in this sacrifice, “there is a 
thanksgiving and a commemoration of theflesh of Christ, which 
Mee eaeLe siumheuiiag th Ane 

For want of app ings thus, they of the Church 
of Rome are ati to utter words pices Aine le 3 
and with Corn. a Lapide,** to make priest 
greater than Christ the sacrifice. 


* De Civit. Dei, 1. 17. cap. 5. in fine, eae 
mento est Sacrificium Christianorum. [ut yol. 7. p. 740. 

+ Demonstr. Evan. 1. 1. c. 10. Wihune Wy at Waid "wapadode dvr 
sowing cd id Suyvexie mpoopépe. [vol. met 38. Colon. 1688,] 

+ De 1, cap. 48. [vol. 2. p. 63, Par. 1690.] 

i Comeios: Snes G1 190. sles, Sapte Sitter ers spe 
obtulit holocaustum. pro peccat is nontl, o au: Sacricl} iil 
ee } Paitionia wieustriets’ crminendavle Tee a 


6. 
pew Faustum, I. 20. c, 21. Hujus Sacrificii caro et 
sanguis—Post 
‘ascensum Christi per Sacramentum memorie celebratur. (Ibid. vol. 8. 


4 De Fide ad Petrum, 16, 16, Sacrifciam panis et vint—Gratiarum 
commemoratio est 
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He has many smart sayings against them, for denying the 
same bodies to appear and rise at the resurrection ; and urges 
that of 1 Cor, xy. shewing that there will be a change, not a 
destruction of our flesh. For, says he,* “A is one 
thing, and destruction is another.” But it will perish in the 

if that flesh do not remain in the change which shall 


be exhibited at the ion.” 
+ ‘As therefore that which is is not 
|, so that which is changed is not dest |. For, to 


perish, is wholly not to be what it had been; but to be changed, 
is to be otherwise than it was. CN ats ay 
the thi ep forit has a being which perishes not ; 
for it only ste a change, not a destruction.” fy 

Gelasius; , disputing against the Eutychians, who thought 
sign ne teaueninp aaa tats te dines , so that 
nothing of the other remained (just as with them the bread is 
‘converted into Christ's body, nothing of its substance re- 

ining), thus :§ “Neither does our condition by the 
union of the Deity seem to be glorified, but rather to be con- 
sumed, if it does not subsist the same in glory, but the Deity 
existing alone, the humanity now ceases to be there,” &. 

aio this way, it not be found to be sublimated, but 
abolished.” 

The thing is so clear against transubstantiation, that Scotus] 
confesses it: “I say, properly speaking, that transubstan- 
tiation is not a . 

2. Assertion. en the Fathers speak of converting a 
thing into another thing that was before, they suppose an 
accession and an augmentation made to that into which the 


* Aliud est demutatio, aliud perditio. Peribit autem demutata, si non 
ipsa permanserit in demutatione, que exhibita fuerit in resurrectione. 
f eh Quomodo ergo quod perditum est, mutatum non est, ita quod 
mutatum est, perditum non est. Perisse enim, est in totum non esse quod 
fuerit ; mutatum esse, aliter esse est, Sed porrd dum aliter est, id ipsum 
potest esse; habet enim esse quod non perit; mutationem enim passum 

non 3 

$ De duabus Naturis. 

§ Nec videatur glorificata nostra conditio unione Deitatis, sed potius 
esse consumpta, si non eadem subsistit in gloria, sed soli existente 
Deitate, humanitas illic esse jam destitit, &c. [Max. Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 
8. p. 701. col. 1. Lugd. 1677.] 

— Per hoc non sublimata, sed abolita potius invenitur. (Tbid.] 
In 4. dist. 11. art. 1. sec. ad propositum. Dico proprie loquendo, 
quod transubstantiatio non est mutatio. 


‘and. drinks 
il to Baven ti DOai 


in flesh, and received his nourishment from this br 
he did eat was changed into his body, being made like to 
holy flesh, and contributed to augment and sustain it after. 


* 1. ad Succensum. ti 7 
ofl etek ee ph er ot pai et 


abrijg. yxavov. [vol. 5. par. 2. Lutet. 
fs dante Nobaee hobseeris acereveritque Deitati,—transfusione 
humanitatis adjecte velut aucta videatur. [ut supra.] bie 
+ Epist. ad Zachariam, et in Hom. de Corp. et Sang. Domini,— 
TlodAg padoy dub rigc Exuporrfioewe Tod dyiov seiner é 
mavh oboe detmaltyew «99 aenarec 199 Keereved eran by a 
0. a 
In cap. 6. Joan. "Empoirfoewc rot aylou mveiparoce 
sabanine bal sloatinew cel eterces avnnedira eae 
ray kai viv ody 6 dproc sic cdpea rou Kupiov peraBadAerat. 
[vol. 1. p, 594. Venet, 1754.] 
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human manner : and thus now is the bread changed into our 
Lord’s flesh.” 


Si Shag opm eae ame mac nee aia cles ely 
peas ‘Therefore there is no argument can be drawn 
ressions in fayour of transubstantiation, no, not 
Se ietiaxpentess greta acme 
Sa UR ape ae Niece conestemanster bernie 
says to Marcion, “ defendest a transfiguration 
CoM IAN a pSlfbe pederie's 6 tbe jedbetance of a ting 
into another, then Saul, who was turned into another man, 
Tea. cH " fe ~ 
“It is possible to changed,” “to 
pense! and reformed into what Sh happen a the rear 
rection, and yet the substance be 
But this will more fully appear, A daasons tae Bette 
lay down, and by the instances they give. 
Their axioms are such as these. 
Lito 


aioe 
bi Cyril of Jerus. : ¢ 1 Whatsore the Holy Spit touches, that 
is 


St. Jerome:|) “ By the fire of the Holy Spirit, all that we 

it and act, are changed into a spiritual substance.” 

If these sayings be strictly scanned, they will amount to no 
more than a producing new virtues and qualities, which were 
not before. 


* De Resur. Carn. c. 55. Si transfigurationem et conversionem in 


t Ibid, Ita et in ; reformari 
licebit, eum salute substantia, 
Thesaur. Amsert. 20. Td yiviodas ob, aévrus pioeur oypaive 
meabiai. [ataspenyialebs p. 201. ieee 
at y igébaro 73 dywv 


ceed ee nea I. on ieee 1763.) 

|| In cap. 43. eect Bee Spiritus sancti omnia que cogitamus 
igdaterite ctousy ins opiceanian eakgsatind cxteraca [vol 5. 
p- 535, Veron, 1736.] 
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from their present condition, into another condition, and into 
wre of Aci that which 
of Alexandriat speaks of regeneration as rt 
eke Benya us into the Son of God.” 
4, Of the chiage ‘the Incarnation of Christ, and the 
Resurrection. 


Nyssen, of Christ, whom he calls our 
Gos oe says, that si jy hie ing with God, he is changed 
into a divine nature.” 
‘And agnin§ he uses this phrase of Chris’ flesh, that * this 
is also changed into the Deity.” 
Chrysologus || of the Incarnation: “God is changed into 
man,” 


The author under the name of Eusebius Emissenus asks, 

“© What is the rod turned into a serpent?” He answers, “ 
into man.” 

Tertullian,** speaking of the resurrection: “ We shall be 

she din Tee atta ee substance.” 
Te aeece ees *A change of earthly bodies 

psp a ea and ethereal nature,” 

Macarius,tt speaking of the saints: “They are all changed 
into a divine nature.” 

Chrysologus,§§ speaking of Christ: “Let him come, let 
him come, to our flesh, make our souls new, change our 
nature into a celestial substance.” 


aL.3. Meracroryeotoa mode rov vidi 
t Contr. tt Aud rife m ag barre isa disbe alg Selav 
ry peTaroe ‘ut supra, 

ora 15. Martanigoivat ak nee apde riy Sedrnra. (Ibid. 


94.) 

I scm. 45, Deus in hominem convertitur, [fo.85.p.2. Bouon. 1554] 

Hom. de Pasch. 3. Quid est Virga in Serpentem ? in homi- 
nem commutatus. 
'** Demutati in atomo erimus in Angelicam substantiam, Contr. Marc. 
1.3.0, ult. [p. 412. Par, 1664.] 


tt In 138. Demntatio terrenorum corporum in spiritualem 
asthereamque naturam. [rol 1 p.573. Veron. 1780.) 

ee Bic Seucy gbow dravrec per ovrat. [nt supra, 
§§ Scrm. 45. Veniat, veniat ut carnem reparet, animam innovet, ipsam 
naturam in coelestem commutet eae fai mars, BAe, mL] 
YOu. IX. 
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Again,* elsewhere he asks, ‘* How comes baptism to be red, 
but by being consecrated with the blood of Christ?” 

Leo the Great:+ ‘He that is received by Christ, and 
receives Christ, is not the same man after as before baptism ; 
but the body of the regenerate person becomes the flesh of 
cet Sioa this is a change by the right hand of the 

lost pe 

actbeeaiety “Christ gave to the water what he gave to 
his mother: for the virtue of the Most High, and the over- 
shadowing of the Holy Ghost, which made Mary to bring forth 
a Saviour, the same makes the water to regenerate a believer.” 

(Where we may also note by the way, that the mention of 
God’s omnipotence in the case of sacraments, does not infer a 
substantial change made there, since it does not do it in bap- 
tism ; and yet the omnipotency of God is seen in working 
changes there.) 

Zeno Veronens, :§ “ Our water receives the dead and vomits 
forth the living, being made true men of mere animals, such as 
are to pass from being men into angels,” &e. He says this of 
baptism, which is not like common water, which receives the 
living to the bottom, and vomits forth the dead. 

deny cngel whsch’mw'charonris Wo shangp aes: 
sud ad , which are to ‘men, viz. 
that are baptized in them.” 
wide “A man by the water of baptism, though out- 

he seems the same, yet inwardly he is made another 
Tlie peearetsa aoetaneed) and nature is changed.” 


* In Joan. tract. 11, Unde rubet Baptismus, nisi sanguine Christi con- 
secratus ? [Ibid. vol. 3. p. 1805.] 

+ Serm. 14, de Passione. Susceptus & Christo, et Christum suscipiens, 
non idem est post Lavacrum qui ante baptismum fuit, sed corpus regene- 
abl A€ caro crusifsi; hase cominntatio daxtra ekt cxolai, Ao, {vel 1. 
p. 246. Venet. 1753.] 

+ De Nativ. Dom. Serm. 4. Christus dedit aque quod dedit matri: 
virtus enim oltissimi et obumbratio Spiritus S. quie fecit ut Maria pareret 

, eadem facit ut regeneret unda credentem. [Serm. 5.] [Ibid. 


P- 86.) 
Ad Neoph. post Baptism. Serm. 2. Aqua nostra suscipit mortuos et 
Solita ot calla toto naisbe Socios bontstrasty Acpnug 


transituros. 
| Hom. 2. de Epiphan. Mutantur eubito aque, homines postmodum 
mutature. 
$110. Hom. 8. de Epiph. Homo per aquam baptisms Ticet & foris 


pratt cogae yal eed efficitur—persona non contingitur, 
et natura mutatur. . 
™M 
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Again:* ‘‘ Nothing is added to what is outward, and he is 
wholly changed in what is inward.—He is changed by a native 
whiteness into the dignity of his first original; and by the 
water of baptism, or by the fire of the Holy Spirit, is made the 
body of that eternal bread.” 

4. Assertion. The change in the eucharist which the 
Fathers so often mention, is either a change into a sacrament, or 
a change of efficacy and virtue, by infusion and addition of grace. 

What can be plainer (as to the first) than that of Isidore of 
Seville ?+ Speaking of the bread and wine, he says, ‘‘ These 
two are visible ; but being sanctified by the Holy Spirit, they 

ass into a sacrament of his Divine body.” 

As for the change of virtue and efficacy, take these following 
testimonies, among many others. 

Theodotus :¢ ‘‘The bread and oil are sanctified by the 
power of the name, not being the same they were according to 
appearance when taken, but are changed powerfully into a 
spiritual virtue.” The like he says of the water in baptism, 
‘“‘ That it not only retains the less (that is, the substance of 
water) but also has sanctification added to it.” 

Epiphanius also speaks the same:§ ‘ Here in Christ the 
virtue of bread and force of water are strengthened ; not that 
the bread is thus powerful to us, but the virtue of the bread 
(which Christ puts into it). For bread ig indeed an aliment, 
but there is in it a virtue to enliven us.” 

Cyril of Alexandria :|| ‘God condescending to our infir- 


* Idem Hom. 5. de Pasch. In exteriore nihil additum est, et totum in 
interiore mutatum est.—In illam prime originis dignitatem nativo candore 
mutatur, ac per aquam Baptismi, vel per ignem Spiritus S. eterni illius 
panis corpus efficitur. 

+ De Offic. Eccles. 1. 1. c. 18. Heec duo sunt visibilia, sanctificata 
autem per Spiritum S. in Sacramentum divini corporis transeunt. [p. 395. 
col. 1. Colon. Agr. 1617.] 

¢ Epitom. ad fin. Operum Clem. Alex. Kai 6 dprog nai rd fXaov 
ayialerat Ty Ovvdpe tov dvdparoc, ov ra abra bvra Kard rd gatyd- 
pevoy ola EXngsn, GAG duvape sic Odbvapty mvevpaticny peraBé- 
BAnrat.— 0b povoy xwost Td xEipov, GAAd Kai aytacpoy mpood\ap- 
Bave. [p. 988. Venet. 1757.] 

§ In Compendio de Fide Eccles. “EvratSa 62 iv Xpiorg iocyvpo- 
Towovpivwy Tg dvvapewc Tov aprov, kai TH¢ Tov Wdarog toyvog, tva 
obk dprog Hpiv yivnrat duvapic, ddAd Ovvamic Gprov, Kai Boworc piv 
O dproc, 9 6& Suvapic tv adr@ tig Cwoydynow. [vol. 1. p. 1098. 
Colon. 1682. ] 

|| Apud Victor. Antioch. Com. MS. im Marc. 14. SuycaStordpevoc 
yap 6 Sede raic nmerépare aodeveiase evinot roic mpoetpivor Cdvapey 
Cwijc, xai peSiornoww adra modc tvépyeay THe Eavrov capKéc. 
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mities, indues the oblations set before us with a virtue of life, 
and changes them into the efficacy of his flesh.”” 

And in the forecited place of his comment upon John,* he 
says, The least particle of the eucharist mixing itself with our 
whole body, fills it with its own efficacy,” &c, 

‘Theodoret} tells those that Ags of the divine mysteries, 
“that they must not consider the nature of the things seen, but 
upon the change of names, believe the change made b; Kae 
And he adds, “that Christ honoured the visible symbols with 
the name of his body and blood, not changing the nature (or 
substance) of them, but adding grace to nature.” 

‘Theophylactt also says the same: “Our Lord preserves the 
substance (¢doc, the same with gore in Theodoret) of bread 
ay ee but changes them into the virtue of his flesh and 

lod. 

Gregory Nyssen,§ speaking of the rrivileges which conse- 
ciation’ atts ice ai inalihieaeneaeeid: tualenstettot 
baptism, and the great and marvellous efficacy thereof; and 
proceeds to that of an altar, which is at first but a common 
stone, but after dedication becomes an holy altar, which the 
priests only touch with veneration: and then adds the instance 
of the eucharist,|| “which at first is common bread, but after 
berth A Hie un lees it, it is called and becomes the 
body of Christ. So the mystical oil, and so the wine before 
the benediction, are things of little worth ; but after the sancti- 
fication of the Spirit, of them operates excellently.” 

So Ammonius says: “The sensible water is transelemented 
into a divine virtue (for the Fathers make changes in baptism 
as well as the eucharist), and sanctifies those in whom it is.” 


* In Joan. 6.57. Tij¢ Wiag & sag dvurAnpoi. [vol. 4, p. 365. 
1688) ‘ig Wiag évegyeiag dvarAnpor. [ 


+ Dialog. 1. Thoretew rg ix ripe xdptroc yeyernutyy peraBodg. 
08 rijy pdew peraBardy Od Bete Ty pbae mpoorsOeuedc. 
[vol. 4. p. 26. Hal. 1772.] 

In cap. 14. Mare. To piv eldog prov eal olvow guddrrey tig 
Ivauer BU capris ral aiparog peraororges [vol 1. p. 249. Venct 


5 in Bapt. Christi. [ut nie vol. 3. p. 369.) 

| “Aproc éori rkwe rode, GX’ bray abriv ro gear tion igpoup- 
Phoy, copa Xprorod Nyerai re eat yiverar: obrwe 7d porundy Eda, 
obrug 6 olvog, diyou Twoe aka dvra xpd rij ebdoyiac, ir roy 
ear rod veiparoc, ixérepov abrav évepysi diapdpuc. 

p. 370. 

J Catena in Joan. 3.5. Td aicSnriv tdwp xpic Seay dvacrot- 

xewodrat dévayey, kat dydter rode ev ole yevnrat. 
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Nay, he affirms, that* “the water differs only from the Spirit in 


our manner of conception, for it is the same in j ? 
Cyril of Jerusalem,*+ calling the flesh and bread of 
idols defiled, by the i ion of i 
it thus: ¢“ 
the invocation of 
wine 5 
those meats of the of Satan, Sacer 
simple ching, yet by the inyocation of devils they become 
That fe the. change ‘hese, that those ioeats aeati 
‘not in substance) made 3 and so (if the 
Air) the chung ia the othe iat they se blowed bead 
bord) in use and efficacy different what they were 
. amy 
The author under Cyprian’s name,|| speaking of 


if 
iL 
il 
i 


E 
i 


F 
z 
j 


corporeal but sea fe For the of isa 
ritual body. body of Christ is the body of the Divine 
irit (not his natural body), because it is the Spirit of Christ.” 
Here Corpus Dei is Corpus Spiritale, that is, Substuntia 
Spiritalis et Spiritus, 


The author under his name: ‘“ How can that which is 


* Thid. Td Wp imvoig pévoy duapopdy tye mpde 7d mveipa, 
imei raurdy dori ry ivepyeiq. 

+ Catech. Mystag. 1. MuaoSkyra. [ut supra, p. 308.) 

$ *Aproc jy xai olvoc Nréc. [Thid.] 

§. Ty airév 8 spencer ed rouatrs Roopare vie eauene ee 
ravé, 7 idig gion Mra Svea, ry kmedhoee Tov daydyur BEBMra 
rivera. [Thid,) 


[Append. p. cvili. Venet. 1728.] 
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created. Thou thyself wast an old creature; but after thou 
wast consecrated, thou beganest to be a new creature,” &c, * 

So that, according to this author, as in regeneration by 
baptism man his nature, so does the consecrated bread 
in the eucharist its nature. Therefore it is no sub- 
stantial change, becaua sis ashen eoaseenenly ss 520, 

Druthmarus,+ a ing a jo ly 
and osing speed to remem hin yang 
‘Thus also God has commanded us to do, 
fhe bal tte bis bat ead Ce eae os Gee 
these two things we may remember what he hath done for us 
seith bis body end blood,” Bo, 

5, Assertion. The Fathers express in the same manner, 
and as fully, our substantial change into Christ’s body, as of 
the bread into Christ’s body. Yet none will from such ex- 
pressions assert the former; and there is the same reason not. 
Crean aie wera te 

Nyssen :§ “As a ven, accol to 
ages ito death by God, coming into out bo —— 
mut to ‘into our a 
Rite dered nena “ 

And again, a little after:|| “His immortal body 
Foote aly apn pret Ary 
fetter syed ats “He that perceives me by a par- 


ticipation of my flesh, shall have life in being wholly 
into me.” 
P, Leo FF “We are the flesh of Christ, taken from 


the womb of the Virgin.” 


* De Sacram. lib. 4. cap. 4. Quomodo potest qui panis est, corpus 
case Christi? Consecratione. —Ergo ut tibi respondeam, Non erat 


creatum est. Tu ipse eras vetus creatura; posteaquam consecratus es, 
nova creatura esse cospisti, &e. [Ibid. p. 368.] 

+ Comm. in Matth. 26. 

t MeN late Fa eer Reps peyeh ented ron tad 
corpus, yinum in sanguinem, ut per hee duo memoremus quee fecit pro 
Sebiatld corpora maby Sas [edi eestuiop. 1. oo T- Argentor. 1514.) 

§ Orat. Catech. cap. 37. Obrwc rd SavariaSiy dxd rob coi 
dy rg iperipy yerdueroy Brov xpdg sav7d perarout Kai pera~ 
wae ot. {ut supra, vol. 3. p. 102.] 

|| —To dSavarov copa ty rp dvadaBévre abrd yevdpevor, mpde 

Phy lavroi ghocy 10 aay pereroigoey, [Ibi] 


In Joan. ib 4. exp. 3. — "Ey Lav Iiteie lorie Brog tic 
huerarroocaod vol. tet. 1638. 
ee De Nat Dole Sera 10. i caro de utero virginis sumpta, nos 


omit supra, vol. 1. p. 107.] 
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and ascension into heaven, look upon his body as absent from 
earth, though in another sense he is still present. 

All those testimonies aie pot under the Fifth Dif- 
ference, cor bodies commensurate to space and 
ee epee ee than one, and saying this of Christ’s 
body as well as of other bodies, are a proof of this position ; 
but besides those, I will here add some farther direct proofs 
of it. 

St. Ambrose thus:* “Ascend (speaking to Christ) that we 
may follow thee with our minds, whom we cannot see with our 
eyes. St. Paul has taught us how we should follow thee, 
and where we may find thee, Seek those things that are 
above, where Christ sits, &e.— Therefore we ought not to 
seek thee upon earth, nor in the earth, nor according to the 
flesh, if we Rese find thee.t—Mary could not touch him, 
because she t him on earth : Stephen touched him, becanse 
he sought him in heaven. Stephen among the Jews saw him 
absent.” 

St, Austin is so ious in this argument, and his testimonies 
so many, that a choice of them is only necessary. Thus 
ie ay t “Therefore our Lord absented himself from every 

Church, and ascended into heaven, that our faith may be 
edified; for if thou knowest nothing but what thou seest, 
wheres faith? G 4 < 

Again :§ “ is always with us by divinity ; but 
unless he were corporally absent from us, we should ‘always 
carnally see his body, and should never spiritually believe.” 

This is a clear testimony that Christ is absent as to his 
Pesea tie and that if it were not so, he would be visible 
to us still. 


Again, expounding those words, “The poor ye have always 


* Com. in Luc. 24. Ascende nobis, ut te sequamur mentibus, quem 
oculis videre non possumus, &.—Ergo non supra terram, nec in terra, nec 
secundum carnem querere te debemus, si volumus invenire. Nunc enim 
secundum: 


quia queesivit in colo. a fate Judeod iit becom, [Ibid 
+ Serm. 140. de Tempore. Ideo Dominus noster absentavit se eorpore 
ab omni Eeclesia, et ascendit in coelum, ut fides sedificetur : si enim non 


woes aia and vides, ubi est fides? [Serm. 235, vol. 5. p. 1443. Par. 


§ Serm. 60. de Verb.Dom. Semper quidem Divinitate nobiscum est, 
sed nisi corporaliter ubiret & nobis, semper ejus corpus carnaliter 
mus, et nunquam spiritualiter crederemus, [Serm. 143, ibid. p. 998.) 
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with you, but me ye have not always :”* eres 
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resence of Christ in the eucharist, he 
Soe if any had asked, Where is 


Cyril of Alexandria says:§ «Though Christ be absent from 
us verla'en to his fash yet be br retoene en teem 


i 


* Tract. 50. in Joannem. Loquebatur de tia corporis sui: nam 
Soe lane eee ee 
bilem et invisibilem Gratiam, impletur quod ub ¢0 dictum est, Eece 
is Se. Secundum 


pceecnett aes de Virgine natum est, &c. non semper habebitis me 
Tobias. [TB vol 8p. 2185.] 
+ Serm. 120. de diversis. beset anh pulchritudinis et 


‘mus ostendere. [Serm. 210. ibid. p. 1350.] 

§ In Joan. 9.5. K@y be roi edopov yivnrae dud ri} odpray 
peort wddey obdiy rrov roic ly air@, kai tmorarhace roic Blow 
Sela, re eat Sfinros abrod give, otters drodquaven Tay 

roe, mavraxy 2 role wien rapovea kat 
oF fre pbpmos {at open, vol 4: pr 600] 
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him, and to the whole universe, by his divine and ineffable 
nature; neither is he absent from any creature, nor distant 
Sosy, my thw pret ol ih woke 
universe.” 


Fulgentius :§ “One and the same (Christ) according to his 
human substance, in Ragone yg ee 


ane 
Vigilius Taps. : q{ «This was to go to the Father and recede 
from us, to take from the world the nature that he had taken 


J 
‘Trasimund. 1. 2. c. 17. Unus idemque secundum humanam 
absens coslo cum esset in terra, et derelinquens terram cum 
Aecendieet in cotum. | Soeundum Divinam vero immensamgee substan. 
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from us. For see the miracle, see the mystery of both (natures) 
distinct’’ (not a word of the mystery of a body being in more 
places than one) ; ‘‘ the Son of God according to his humanity 
departed from us; according to his divinity he says to us, 
Behold, I am with you always, &c. Those whom he left and 
departed from by his humanity, he did not leave nor forsake 
by his divinity.”’ 

Again :* ‘‘ When Christ was on earth he was not in heaven ; 
and now because he is in heaven he surely is not on earth, &e. 
Because the Word is every where, but his flesh is not every 
where, it appears plainly, that one and the same Christ is of 
both natures, and that he is every where according to the 
nature of his divinity, and contained in a place according to 
the nature of his humanity” (which would be a bad argument, 
if his body were in heaven and in the eucharist at the same 
time). nd then he concludes, ‘“‘ This is the catholic faith 
and confession which the Apostles delivered, the martyrs con- 
firmed, and the faithful now keep and preserve.” 

Leo Magn. :+ “Christ bemg raised up to heaven in sight 
of his disciples he put an end to his bodily presence.’ (So 
he explains it, that he was to remain at the right hand of his 
Father till he should come again to judge the quick and dead.) 

Bede :¢ ‘Christ ascending after his resurrection into heaven 
as a conqueror, left the Church as to his bodily presence, which 
yet he never left destitute of the security of his divine presence, 
- Yemaining in the Church always to the end of the world.” 

This may abundantly suffice to prove the first position. 

2. Position. The Fathers. distinguish the presence of Christ’s 
body from the sacrament of it, which they make to be a me- 
morial and pledge of Christ, as gone away and absent. 

St. Chrysostom,§ expounding those words, ‘“ He that eateth 


* Td. ibid. 1. 4. Quando in terra fuit, non erat utique in ccelo, et nunc 
quia in ccelo est, non est utique in terra, &c.—Quia verbum ubique est, 
caro autem ejus ubique non est, apparet unum eundemque Christum 
utriusque esse nature, et esse quidem ubique secundum naturam divini- 
tatis suze, et loco contineri secundum naturam humanitatis sue.—— Heec 
est Fides et Confessio Catholica, quam Apostoli tradiderunt, Martyres 
roborarunt, et Fideles nunc usque custodiunt. [p. 733. col. 1.] 

+ Serm. 2. de Ascens. Dom. Christus coram Discipulis elevatus in 
coelum, corporalis preesentiz modum fecit. [ut supra, p. 294.] . 

t Com. in Marc. 13. Christus ad Patrem post resurrectionem victor 
ascendens, Ecclesiam corporalifer reliquit, quam tamen nunquam divine 
presidio preesentis destituit, manens in illa omnibus diebus usque ad 
consummationem seculi. [vol. 5. p. 188. Colon. Agr. 1612.] 

§ In 1 Cor. 11. 29. 
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and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh judgment ;’’ 
and asking how that table, which is the cause of so many good 
things,* “and flows with life,’ should be made condemnation 
to any, resolves it thus: ‘“‘ That this happens not from its own 
nature, but from the purpose of him that approaches this table. 
For,’’t says he, ‘as Christ’s presence, which brought those 
great and unspeakable blessings to us, did condemn those the 
more that did not receive it, so also the mysteries make way 
for greater punishments to those that unworthily partake of 
them.” A remarkable testimony, because we see he distin- 
guishes the presence of Christ from the sacrament of it; 
compares the one with the other, and because of the relation 
that the mysteries have to Christ, and that both are intended 
to convey great blessings, therefore they both, when unworthily 
treated, occasion greater punishments. 

St. Austin :{ ‘“ The flesh and blood of this sacrifice, before 
Christ’s coming, was promised by victims of resemblance, in 
the passion of Christ it was exhibited in the truth itself; after 
Christ’s ascension it is celebrated by the sacrament of remem- 
brance.”” Where you see, the sacrament of remembrance is 
opposed to the exhibition of the truth. 

Author Comm. in Epistolas Pauli (inter Hieronymi Opera),§ 
upon those words, ‘‘ He took bread, and after he had 
given thanks, he brake it :”’ “ That is,” says he, “blessing us 
even when he was about to suffer, he left his last memorial 
with us. Just as if one travelling into another country, should 
leave a pledge with him whom he loved, that whensoever he 
looked upon it, he might call to mind his favours and friend- 
ship ; which such a person, if he perfectly loved him, could 
not behold without a great passion or weeping.” 


* Zwijc Bptovea rpameZa. [vol. 10. p. 293. Par. 1837.] 

t “Qorep yap 1) mapoveia abrov, 1 Ta peyada ixtiva Kai andppnra 
KopiZovea npiv ayaa, rove pr Oelapévove adray paddov Karéxpiver, 
otrw cai Ta puornota peilovog épddta KoAdoews yiverat Toic avatiwg 
peréxovor. [Ibid.] 

¢ Contr. Faust. 1. 20. c. 21. Hujus sacrificii caro et sanguis ante ad- 
ventum Christi per victimas similitudinem promittebatur, in passione 
Christi per ipsam veritatem reddebatur, post ascensum Christi per Sacra- 
mentum memorize celebratur. [vol. 8. p. 546. Par. 1837.] 

§ In 1 Cor. 11. Hoc est, benedicens etiam passurus, ultimam nobis 
commemorationem sive memoriam dereliquit. Quemadmodum si quis 
peregre proficiscens, aliquod pignus ei quem diligit derelinquat, ut quo- 
tiescunque illud viderit, possit ejus beneficia et amicitias memorari ; quod 
ille, si perfecte dilexit, sine ingenti desiderio non possit videre, vel fletu. 
[vol. 11. p. 932. Veron. 1742.} 
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pee tls SO ee 
a constant i 


, that when we remember this, we may not be unthankful 
for his grace. Se Aantal Heeb should leave some 
Mes itll te Heel his death, when- 
= ne upon, could not contain his tears, if he perfectly 
lo \im.”” «¢ 


of paradise, so by the wisdom of God, to wit, of Christ, the 
Church has life given it, in whose sacraments of his flesh and 
emai lappy in presat hight of hin” Wise ta 
in a present sight im.”* see 

te aucieni this. ledge from his roacnt apes! estonia 
Gaudentius§ calls the eucharist, “that laste ee 


et in futuro presenti beatificatur aspectu, [ut supra, vol. 4. ps 645.) — 
§ In Exod. tract. 2. Vere illud est hesreditariam ‘Testamenti 
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Still we see it is a pledge of absence. 

3. Position. Whatsoever presence of Christ the Fathers 
speak of in the eucharist, they acknowledge the same in baptism, 
and in as full expressions. So that if we will follow the 
Fathers, we may as well assert a substantial presence of Christ's 
body in baptism, as in the encharist. But this on all hands 
is denied. 


Gaudentius* in the place last cited, speaking of our Lord 
Jesus, says, “ We believe him to be in his sacraments.” He 
had spoke of both sacraments before, and his words may well 
be understood of both. Iam sure other Fathers give their 
etn to it. Kei 4 ‘ 

. Basil,+ speaking of the excellency of Christ’s baptism, 
and the peace glory of it, says ne That Christ the Son 
of God has determined it, that one greater than the temple, 
and greater than Solomon is here.” 

So Nazianzen:¢ ‘Behold, one greater than the 
temple is here, to them that perfectly consider.” 

St. Ambrose,§ speaking of baptism, says: “O Christ, I 
find thee in thy sacraments.” 

And again:|| “Believe that there is the presence of the 
Divinity.” 

So afterwards :{] “Believe that the Lord Jesus is present, 
being invoked by the prayers of the priests.” 

St. Austin,** upon those words, “The poor ye have always 
with you, but me ye have not always,” discourses thus con- 
cerning having Christ now: “Now thou hast Christ by faith, 
now thou hast him by the sign of Christ, now by the sacra- 
ment of baptism, now by the meat and drink of the altar.” 


* Tract, 2. in Exod. in fine. —- Quem Sacramentis suis inesse 
credimus. 


+ De Baptism. lib. 1. cap. 2. MetZoy ro6 lepod de, wal pxtlov rob 
rose, (vl. 2 p. 896, Par 1839] 
$ Orat. 40. ‘160d Tob lepod Gd, apd rote redelwe de- 


y , 

§ Apol. David. c. 12. Christe, in tuis te invenio Sacramentis. [vol. 1. 
p- 696. Par. 1686.) . 

{| De his qui initimnt, c. 2. Crede illic esse Divinitatis presentiam. 
[c. 3.] [vol. 2. p. 327. Par. 1690.] 

7 3. ‘adesse Dominum Jesum invocatum precibus 


** Tn Joan. tract. 50. Christum in proesenti per fidem, in pree- 
senti per in per baptismatis in 
preesenti per altaris cibum et potum. [vol. 3, p. 2185. Par. 1837.] 
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Here you see he makes no difference of having Christ at 
present these several ways he mentions. 

St. Chrysostom :* ‘‘As when thou art baptized, it is not 
he (viz. the priest) that baptizes thee, but it is God that holds 
thy head by his invisible power, and neither angel, nor arch- 
angel, nor any other, dare approach and touch thee,” &c. 

The same Fathert thus speaks of one to be baptized : “Thou 
shalt presently embrace our Lord himself, be mmgled with his 
body, be incorporated into that body which is seated above, 
whither the devil cannot approach.” 

So the author of the Commentaries upon St. Markt speaks 
to those that are to be baptized, as if Christ were present: ‘* You 
that are to receive baptism, first lay fast hold on the feet of 
your Saviour, wash them with your tears, wipe them with your 

tr,” &c. 

Marcus the hermit,§ speaking of a baptized person, says: 
‘Upon his baptism he has Christ lying hid in him.”’ 

St. Chrysostom again:|| “If Christ be the Son of God, 
and thou hast put him on (viz. in baptism), having the Son in 
thyself, and beg made like to him, thou art brought into one 
kindred and nature.” 

Again elsewhere, speaking of Christ’s partaking of our 
flesh and blood, he says: ‘‘ He communicated with us, not we 
with him: how then are we of his flesh and of his bones?” 
He means this: ‘‘ That as he was begotten by the Holy Ghost 
without the concurrence of man, so are we regenerate in bap- 
tism. As therefore the Son of God was of our nature, so 


* Hom. 51. in Matth. Lat. Grec. Savil. Hom. 50. p. 322. “Qozep 
yap bray Barrizy, obx abrog ce Barrife, adr’ 6 Oede sory 6 Ka- 
TEXWY COU THY KEepadyy dopaTw Ouvdpet, Kai odTE Ayyedoc, OVTE ADXay- 
yéXog, ovrE GrXog Tig ToAUG mpocENOciy Kai ApacSa, &c. [vol. 7. p. 
581. Par. 1836.] 

t+ Id. Epist. ad Colos. Hom. 6. <Adrdy evSiwe wepthapBaverg rdv 
Seordrny, avaxepdvyvoa try owpart, dvagipy TY owpare TY avw 
Keepevyy, EvIa wWoocEAOEiy ovK Ext TY OraBdry. fibia. vol. Ll. p. 427.] 

¢ Inter Opera Chrysost. Hom. 14. Vos qui accepturi estis Baptis- 
mum, primum tenete pedes Salvatoris, lavate lachrymis, crine tergite, &c. 

§ De Baptism. ‘Azd rot Barricparog rév Xprordy iv éaurg@ xe- 
kpuppévoy éyet. [Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 8. p. 45. Venet. 1772.] - 

| In Gal. 3. v.27. Ei 6 Xptord¢ viog rov Oeod, od d2 adrdy iv- 
dédvoat, roy vidy Exwy by iauT@ Kai rpd¢ adrdyv agopoweic, cic play 
ovyyiveav cai piay diay AxXInc. [ut supra, vol. 10. p. 834,] 

q In Ephes. 5. v.30. “Ore worep advev cvvovolag ixsivog yeyiv- 
vnrat ix wvevparoc ayiov, ovrw Kai npsic yerywpeda ty rg AouTP@. 
[Ibid. vol. 11. p. 168.] 


~ 
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are we also, of his substance ; and as he had us in himself, so 
also we have him in ourselves.”* And all this is baptism. 
Cyril of Alexandria} says of the soul, that “it is conjoined 
to Christ by ‘oly beptism.” And though every one 
ws that union supposes presence and nearness, yet 
never made an argument that Christ is present Peper: 
baptism. No more can such like Eien rived hy bineois 
‘hs cuchaeists be argo al a prot 
St. anes asReny. Abmbacceioit seal nions wis 
Christ in the sacrament of the eucharist: ‘ We truly receive 
the Word in the Lord’s food ; how is he not then to be thought 
naturally to dwell in us?—We under the m mystery do truly 
take the flesh of his body, and thereby be one, because 
the Father is in him, and he in us.—So that since he was in 
the Father by the nature of the divinity, we on the contrary 
are in him by corporal nativity, and he might be believed again 
snares the mystery of the sacraments.” 
prey Has shnersbl, tha he dos ne thee: a 
things e eucharist, partaking of it we 
Rartaeaneaean(uaeee but tora Senittemiprere 
Ty ith, Dy sopeneations and by baptism :§. How dost thou 
a natural unity in those who are one by the 
nature of one faith ?’—Again, “The unity of consent has no 
place in those who are one in the regeneration of the same 
nature.”—Again, “ What should it of wills do here, 
when they are one by this, that are clothed with one 
Christ, by the nature of one baptism ?” 
I will add but one testimony more, out of Fulgentius ; but 


. ‘Qe oily b vide rod Orod rijc peripac Picewe, obra ‘kad 
peice thee Gt feviabes ig tude Messed eit oe kaart, bre kal 

ucic wiry Exonevty ayuiy, ‘iia. p. 169. 

't Tom. 6. in Collectan, joa redeiwc rg Xprorg dd rod 
aio Bs Barriauaros. [p, 39. oe 1638.) 

‘t Lib. 8. de Trinit. Nos vere Verbum cibo Dominico sumimus, quo- 
modo non fe elias manere in nobis existimandus est ? &c.—Nos sub 
Mysterio veré carnem corporis sui sumimus, et per hoc unum erimus, 

Pater in illo est et ille in nobis. —Ut cum ille in en Patre per naturam 

esset, nos contra in eo per corporalem Nativitatem, et ille rur- 

Se nitaics tec aonria Goaae meen eredarefor, [vol. 2. 
p. 222, Veron. 1730.) 

§ Ibid. Quomodo non nataralem in his intelligis unitatem, qui per 
‘naturam unius fidei_ unum sunt?—Cessat in his assensus unitas, qui 
unum sunt in ejusdem nature. — Quid hic animorum con- 


cordia it, quod uno Christo per naturam 
cam ‘unum. sin ‘uno ‘unius 
Bayt indonntae® [Ibid ye p. 218, 219.] 
VOL, IX. N 
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soul enters the waters of life, that are red as it were, being 
consecrated by the blood of Christ.” 

Isidore of Seville:* “ What is the Red Sea, but baptism’ con- 
seerated by the blood of Christ?” 

And again :+ ‘The true Israel enters the Red Sea, to wit, 
baptism, signed with the blood of Christ.” 

And Primasius :} “The Red Sea signifies baptism, graced 
with the blood of Christ.” 

4. Position. The Fathers so consider’ the presence of 
roneontha ced takieran as frie Reb tccpirgek oA 
presence of his natural and glorified 

The Fathers (as I have before Icotahaye oO seeras 
4. Reason 2.) upon the bi and wine in the eucharist 
as the representative body of Christ ; and thus Christ’s body 
is indeed present by that which is its proxy or pledge: bebe 
Presence in a proper sense is absence, and does sup) 


therefore here only insist upon one esi of 

Gincata bode eronedisbtecioel agree to his itive 
body, but not to the natural and i of viz. 
¢ presence of Christ's body in the which the 


plore mata body as crucified, and slain, and 
tae cine sie Baal Une NIN by 


it is glorified, and cannot admit any separation of parts, which 


prreonbes ie SA baa phenetid ep is blood 
is considered as si poured out: veins, separated. 
from his body, which our adversaries that speak of his presence 
in the sacrament, do not believe. 

But the Fathers did believe this, and say so; for which. at 
the present, instead of all, I need cite. only St. Chrysostom § 
whose phase for the eucharist is, “ is per- 
fected, this tremendous sacrifice, these ineffable mysteries. 

Again :|| “ Christ lies before us slain.” 


* In Exod. c.19. Quid Mare rubrum, nisi Baptismum Christi san- 
sine cosecratum? [p. 308 col.2. Colon. Agr-1617-] 
+ De Vocat. Gent. c. 23.” Verus Israel Mare rubrum, bap- 
tismum scilicet Christi cruore sigaatum. ‘p. 388.] 
In 1 Cor. 10, Mare rubrum significat Baptismum Christi sanguine 


§ Hom. 21. in Act, Tod Savdrov intredovplvou ixeivou, rijc 
ic pate: ray ahaa puornoiwy. [ut supra, vol. 9. p. 188. 
il judas. "Eopaypivoc mpéxetrac 4 Xpearéc. [Il 
vol. 2. p. eaepe a 
n2 
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In another place :* ‘‘ While the sacrifice is brought forth, 
and Christ the Lord’s sheep is slain.” 

And elsewhere :+ ‘“‘ What dost thou, O man? Thou swearest 

n the holy table, and there thou killest thy brother, where 
Christ lies slain.”’ 

Againt he expresses it thus rhetorically: ‘“‘When thou 
seest the Lord slain and lying, and the priest standing by the 
sacrifice and praying, and all the people purple-dyed in that 
precious blood,” &c. 

Again in another place,§ speaking of the priest standing 
before the holy table, &c. he adds, “When thou seest the 
sheep (viz. Christ) slain and divided,” &c. 

So also elsewhere :|| ‘‘O wonderful! The mystical table being 
prepared, the Lamb of God slain for thee, &c. his blood emptied 
into the cup out of his immaculate side, for thy purification, 
dost thou not fear ?”’ 

This slaying and dividing the body of Christ, this emptying 
the blood out of his veins, he speaks of, cannot be understood 
of any thing but of his representative body. 

Neither can another saying of his have any other sense ;§[ 
where telling us how Christ has given us leave to be filled with 
his holy flesh, he adds, ‘‘He has proposed himself before us 
slain.”” So that if we eat his flesh, it must be his dead body ; 
for so he is set before us to be eaten: but that is impossible. 

But all this is easily understood in our way, or rather as he 
himself has explained it, when he says :** ‘The mystery is the 

assion and cross of Christ.” | 

With which agrees that of St. Austin:+f “ He gave his 
supper, he gave his passion.” 


* In Epist. ad Ephes..Hom. 3. ’Exdepopéivne rij¢ Ouoiac, cai rov 
Xptorov reOvpévou rov Secrorixow. (Ibid. vol. 11. p. 26.] 
- ¢ Ad Popul. Antioch. Hom. 15.—Ev3Sa 6 Xpiordg xeirae reSupévog. 
[Ibid. vol. 2. p. 187.] 

¢ Lib. 3. de Sacerdotio. “Oray idyco rév Kiptoy reSupévoy rai 
keipevoy, kai roy ispéia Egeorara rp Svpare wai brevydpevoy, Kai wav- 
rag ixsivy TY Tipip potvtcoopévove atpart, &c. [Ibid. vol. 1. p. 467.] 
 § In Coemeter. appel. “Oray idye rd mpdBaroy togaytacpivoy cai 
amnortopivoy, &c. 

|| De Poenit. in Encoen. Tod dpyvod rod Oevd drip cov opaytaZopéivov, 
&e. Tov atiparoc iv rg xparige sig ony KaBapow ix rig dxpdyrov 
mwrevpac Kevwpivon, ot goBy ; 

q Hom. 51. in Matth. Tév dyiwy capeaéyv abrov tumrAnoSivat 
ESweeyv npiv—éavroy wapéiSnxe TsOvpéivoy. [Ibid. vol. 7. p. 582.] 

** Hom. 83. in Matth. Mvornptdy tort rd waBog nai 6 oravupég. 
[Ibid. p. 883.] 

tt In Psal.-21. Coenam suam dedit, passionem suam dedit. [vol. 4. p. 
143. Par. 1835.] 7 
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‘Or, as he says in another place,* comparing the Gentiles to 
those dogs that licked Lazarus's sores: “Yet,” ba body ee 
lick the passion of our Lord in the sacraments of 
blood with a devout sweetness.” 

‘The reader will meet with further testimonies to this purpose 
afterwards, under the head of eating Christ's body and 
drinking his blood, which, according to the Fathers, is to be 
done mystically and spiritually (considered as slain), and 
therefore his presence must be such too: for his body is present 
just as it is eaten. 

‘The sum of all is this, that accor to the Fathers, Christ 
is considered in the sacrament as “dead and slain,”’ and there- 
fore can be only present there really and by tion: 
for so Cardinal Perron himself confesses :+ “The sacrament 
is not really the body of Christ, i ceiaackdalecen of one 
nay dead, ind without life; nor does it contain it so, but in 
dl t does resent it.” 

5. Pustion, "That scooting to the Fathers, the presence 
of panies to er isa yes rahe Men arte 
a presence of union, of efficacy and grace. 

This is St. Austin’s constant doctrine. I have cited a place 
out of him before, where reckoning up the several presences of 
Christ;t the “presence of his divinity,” so he is with his 
Father ; his “corporal presence,” so, he says, he is now above 
bn heavens, at aso lapce of the Le Petia he knows 

ut one more, which is the ‘* presence ith, by which he is 
in all Christians.” of 

Thus also elsewhere :§ “Christ is in heaven, but he is also 
in the hearts of believers.” 

And again,|| exhorting the Jews to hear and take hold on 


* Soper Evang. lib. 2. qu-38-—Tamen passiones Domini in Sacra: 
mentis et sanguinis ejus suavitate lambunt devotissima. [Ibid. 
vol. 3. p. seis 

+ De locis Augustin, eap. 3, Sacramentum non est realiter corpus 
Christi in actuali occisi, mortui et inanimati statu constitutum, nec ea 
ratione illud continet, sed eatenus tantum representat, &c. 

+ Serm, 120. de diversis —Secundum preesentiam corporalem jam supra 
carlos ad dextram patris est.—Secundum vero priesentiam fidei in omnibus 
Christianis est. [Ibid. vol. 5. p. 2089.) 

§ Serm. 12. de diversis. In corlo quidem Christus est, sed etiam in 


UL In Bang. Jo ‘Joan. tract. 50.—Audiant et teneant. Respondent, Quem 
tenebo ? absentem ? Quomodo in coelum manum mittam, ut ibi sedentem 
teneam? Fidem mitte, et tenuisti: parentes tui tenuerunt carnem, tu tene 


aoe 
é 
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and knows no other presence of Christ now but whatis 

and divine, since he ascended to the Father, and left the world: 
Spar they that fudge a aright, and are of a confirmed faith, 
tee vag der ‘Christ be absent from us in 


very remarkable :|} mae Spirit then aires comes, as the Father 
comes msn the St Father will come, and 
make our abode with him. i uattenDonetnaetis cova co 
porally ? oem ‘the same may be asked too of the Son, by what 
follows.) The Spirit so comes, as that in him when he comes is 
the full presence of the Father and the Son,”"—A little after, 
“« We have therefore proved, that there is one presence, and 
that there is one grace Se explains what the presence is) e 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, which is so celestial and 

divine, that the Son gives thanks to the Father for it,” &e. 

4 in y. 36. Ob roy slvae ivero ro xupizeaSar Xpioroii, 
Gia 4 date Nh sn ak 
ouvepyeig. [Ibid. p. 755.] 

t 14. 27. Try abrod rov Xpicrod mapovciay re Kai 
br ans rd rveipa abrot rote a} eecty. (14. 26.) 

Wt Unt Chaat net Vai » et Spiritus Sacramento. 
be hi Fed 1. c. 10. Propé finem. [c. 11.] [vol. 2. p. 625. 


igitur unam presentiam esse, unam gratiam esse, Patris, Filii, et Sj 
Sinem cles dina tw ro ran gat Pat 
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' Bede,* observing how many times Christ appeared to his 
disciples after his resurrection, says,t ‘‘ He designed to shew 
by these frequent appearances, that he would be spirituall 
or divinely present in all places at the desire of the faithful. 
He appeared to the women that wept at the sepulchre; he 
will be likewise present with us, when we grieve at the remem- 
brance of his absence. He appeared, whilst they broke bread, 
to those who, taking him for a stranger, gave him entertain- 
ment ; he will be likewise with us whilst we liberally receive 
the poor and strangers: he will be likewise with us in the 
fraction of bread, when we receive the sacraments of his body, 
which is the living bread, with a pure and chaste heart.” 

All this speaks only the presence of his divinity, and no other. 

For, as Alcumus says:{ ‘The same Christ who is man, is 
likewise God ; he left them as to his manhood, but remained 
with them as to his Godhead. He went away, with reference 
to that, by which he is but in one place, (N.B.) yet tarried 
with them by his divinity, which is every where.”’ 

All Liturgies, when the eucharist is celebrated. call aloud, 
“Avw rac xapdiac, Sursum corda, ‘Lift up your hearts.” The 
meaning of which we are told by St. Austin:§ ‘ What there- 
fore is said in the sacraments of the faithful, that we should 
lift up our hearts to the Lord, it is a gift of the Lord.” And 
he explains it, ‘‘That by the divine aid the soul is helped to 
ascend, and set its affections upon things above, where Christ 
is sitting at God’s right hand, and not upon things on the 
earth.” 


* Hom. est. de temp. feria 6. Pasch. 

+ Hac ergo fre jnentia corporalis sue manifestationis ostendere volyit 

Dominus, ut diximus, in omni loco, se bonorum desideriis divinitus esse 
presentem. Apparuit namque ad monumentum lugentibus, aderit et 
nobis absentis ejus recordatione salubriter contristatis. Apparuit in 
fractione panis his, qui se peregrinum esse putantes ad hospitium voca- 
verunt ; aderit et nobis cum peregrinis et pauperibus queecunque possumus 
bona libenter impendimus. Aderit et nobis in fractione panis, cum 
Sacramenta corporis ejus, videlicet panis vivi, casta et simplici conscientia 
sumimus. [vol. 7. p. 15. Colon. Agr. 1688. ] 
- ¢ In Joan. lib. 6. cap. 35. Et idem ipse Christus et homo et Deus. 
Ergo ibat per id quod homo erat, et manebat per id quod Deus erat. Ibat 
per id quod in uno loco erat, et manebat per id quod ubique Deus erat 
[vol. 1. p. 602. Ratisbon. 1777.] 

§ De Bono Persev. 1. 2.c. 13. Quod ergo in Sacramentis fideliam 
dicitur, ut sursum corda habeamus ad Dominum, munus est Domini—ut 
ascendat et que sursum sunt sapiat, ubi Christus est in dextra Dei sedens, 
non que super terram, &c. [De Dono Persev. c. 13. vol. 10. p. 1415. 
Par. 1838.] 


. 
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St. Jerome’s words* are very emphatical : “ Let us, with 
Lord, ascend the great upper room prepared and made clean, 
and receive from him above the cup of the new testament, 
and there celebrating the passover with him, be inebriated by 
him with the wine of sobriety.” 

All you see is above, and our presence too with him there. 

St. Chrysostom,} speaking how we ought to approach to 
the tremendous sacrifice with concord and ardent charity, sa 
“From thence we become eagles, and so fly to heaven itself : 
for, where the carcase is, thither will the eagles come.t He 
calls his body the carcase, because of his death ; and he calls 
them eagles, shewing, that he who comes to this body ought 
to be eal and have nothing common with earth, nor be 
drawn downward and ereep, but continually fly upward, and 
look to the Sun of righteousness, and to have the eye of his 
mind quick-sighted : for this is a table for eagles, not for jack- 
daws.”” 


Gi Nazianzen,§ speaking of his adversaries, sa 
“ Will they drive me from The cles? I know another an 
whose types the things now seen are, upon which no axe has 
been lift up, no iron tool or other instrument has been 
heard; but is wholly a work of the mind, and an ascent by 
contemplation. Before this will I present myself, on this 
will I offer acceptable things, ‘fice, oblation, and holo- 
causts, so much more excellent than the things now offered, as 
truth excels a shadow.” 

If Christ's body were corporally t, it is_not conceiv- 
able, what better oblation than that we could present, no 
inore than of what other oblation this should be only a type 
and shadow. 


* Ad Hedibiam, qu. 2. Ascendamus cum Domino coenaculum magnum 
stratum et mundatum, et accipiamus ab eo sursum calicem N, Testamenti, 
ibique cum eo Pascha celebrantes inebriemur ab e0 vino sobrietatis. [Epist. 
120. vol. 1. p. 818. Veron. 1735.] 

+ Hom, 24. in 1 Cor 10, 

$ rapa caddy ro copa dud tiv Savarov.—derodc dt Kade, 
Sexvig dre Kal iyydov var Get rdv xposiovra rg adpare robry, 
kal undlv xpde Thy viv Kowdy tye, pndi xérw obpraSa cab 
ipmen, GAN dvw xireodar diyverwc, eal zpdc Toy Hov Tic 
Ucamebvac Ivopin» eal dvdepele 13 Supa rie davolac tyear 
tery yap, ob rodowy atiry 1) rpdmeta. [vol. 10. p. 233. Par. 1837-] 

contr. Maxim. O0 rémot rd viv dpdpeva. "OQov Too 
voir rd Epyov, wai bud Sewpiac %) dvaBuctc.—Kpeirrova rv viv 
mpoaayonivar, bow kptirroy oxuic aAfOea. [vol. 1. p. 484. Par. 1630.3 
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words (in 


rt 
* In Heb. 10. v, 22. 'Exeid) yap Aovrdy ob Lore dpardy oidky, 
Sra)S dade) Fietteriv’d ebpabics obteld Aen 
Xperrig, core F Suvla, cavriers +3, odadleoee aaa Rem 
eis [vol 2, p. 907, Lat. Pat, 1631.) oN ‘s 
om. 11. Si ergo vasa sanctificata, ad privatos usus 
perienlosum | i fom De 
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(apud Joan. Steelsium, 1537), was the first that made the 
alteration. But then I further observe, that in the large Paris 
edition in Latin of St. Chrysostom, 1588, which I have 
me, those words are inserted indeed in the text, but encl 
within two brackets, with this note in the margin, Hee in 
quibusdam ewemplaribus mean which is very fine work, 
when they themselves had omitted them in the forenamed 
prints.” 

‘They have played the same prank with the same, author in 
another of his homilies (viz. Hi. 19), whose words were not. 
favourable to the real of Christ’s body in the eucha- 
Tist, The words are these 

“ Perhaps sip di object,* how can I say that he isnot a 
Christian, whom I see confessing Chis, avg an altar, 
ni the niet bras ie, 

In the Paris edition apud Audoenum pushers 1557, 
as Dr. James notes, those words Sacrificium panis et vini, 
are changed into these, Sacrificium corporis et sanguinis 
Christi, "The Paris edition of 1588 5: (before ametioe, 
though it had more conscience than to insert this 
pce tine complied with the cheat, w foe he 
sig reign Sacrificium corporis et sanguinis Christi 

this trade had gone on successfully, they might have had 
in time a consent of Fathers on their side ; but it can never 
be without it. 


ae fd ci ae ae ie 
of 141 it. Austin, wherein he 
play, Patan atin betrays vee tliat 4 
it, as well as in other of his works ; his distinguishing betwixt 
wei enue true body after his resurrection, and his 

flesh ae the testimonies there of other of the 
enor especially of Ori; and his followers, that seem 
plainly to make both the glorified body of Christ, and also of 
Paihepas be ne npttnc Om fention seanithat-of proper flesh 


Beam mem oes enka 
ideo Christum conftentom, alte habentem, Sacrifcium penis et 
‘ad ofeceatim, aptisantem, 4%. [TE, p. 1] 
+ Dissert. de Sanguine D. N. iu Ca a Ht 8, Augustini. 
‘Utrum nune corpus Domini ossa et sanguinem habeat 
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and blood ; these, I say, are a demonstration, that the ancient 
Fathers did not believe any presence of true flesh and blood to 
be now in the eucharist. 

Neither do I think the answer given to this dissertation by 
Monsieur Boileau, dean of Sens,* to be a satisfactory one in 
this particular. For though I should grant (which yet I see 
not sufficiently cleared by him) that generally the Fathers, and 
St. Austin also, did believe, that Christ had a body, after the 
resurrection, of the same substance, though differing in 

ualities, from what he had before ; yet there are three things 
that he has by no means said any thing material to in his 
answer. 

1. That he has given no account of St. Austin’s studious 
declining to determine any thing in particular about the blood 
of Christ, when he had never so fair an occasion to do it; but 
waves this always, even where he seems, as he does in his 
Retractations, to determine for his having palpable flesh and 
bones. 

2. Why St. Austin should ever at all doubt or hesitate 
about this matter of Christ’s blood after his resurrection, is. 
inconceivable, if he, with the rest of the Fathers, had such a 
constant belief of its presence in the eucharist, as the Romanists 
affirm. 

3. That though the Fathers use the argument of the eucha- 
rist to prove the truth of Christ’s body, yet none ever urged 
Origen or his followers with an argument from thence, to con- 
fute their opinions, differing from the pretended common senti- 
ments about the body and blood of Christ, by what lay so 
plainly before them, of his body and blood being in the eucha- 
ist, if they had believed it. But I refer the reader to Monsieur 
Allix’s dissertation, before-named, wherein he ‘may find 
abundant satisfaction in these matters; and also will see how 
sadly the Romanists are put to it, to answer the difficulties 
about the blood of Christ, which they pretend to shew in so 
many churches, and is produced in such quantities, that they 
may well cause a new doubt, whether, if his resurrection-body 
have any blood in it, we must not suppose it to be of a new 
creation, since what was in his body when he died cannot suf- 
fice to furnish more blood, if so much, as their vials and glasses. 
are filled withal. 


* Disquisit. Theolog. de Sangu. Corporis Christi post resurrectionem.. 
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CHAP. X. 


THE TENTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Fathers assert positively, that the substance of the 
elements remain after Consecration ; that bread and wine 
are taken, eaten and drunk in the Sacrament ; which all 
that believe Transubstantiation must deny. 


We have seen before that the Fathers say plainly, that it 
was bread which Christ called his body, aE he blessed it, 
Now we shall see, that the Fathers are as positive, that after 
consecration, and the change made pil it, yet still the bread 
and wine remains. 


ates John of Coastcare lenied to be St. Chry- 
sostom’s; but vindicated fee “by bp rete) Bigotius, who 
had transcribed it out of the Florentine library of St. Mark's 
Monastery,* and prepared it for the press in his edition of 
Palladius ; then suppressed by some doctors of the Sorbonne, 
aa fi rinted leaves taken out of the book; but now latch 
and ppb sel 8 shame. ‘A passage of whi 
(the ' subject, of Hae gent 8 contest) I shall here set down. 
“Christ is both and man :+ God, for that he is im- 
passible ; man for that he suffered. One Son, one Lord, he 


* See Append. to the Defence of the Exposition of the Doctrine of the 
Church of England, p, 142, 143, &c. 
+ Deus et homo Christus: Deus propter impassibilitatem, Homo 
Passionem. Unus Filius, unus Dominus, idem ipse proculdubio 
Unitarum naturarum unam dominationem, unam potestatem possidens, 
etiamsi non consubstantiales existunt, et unaqueque incommixtam ee 
prietatis conservat agnitionem, propter hoc quod inconfusa sunt, i: 
dico, Sicut enim antequam sanctificetur Panis, Panem nominamus, divina 
autem illum sanctifican' ce gratia, apes sacerdote, liberatus est quidem 
appellatione panis, dignus autem habitus est dominici corporis appella~ 
Se Abate eatire’ retla pse feepteanity ot nom Guo eorpanes sed 
unum corpus filii praedicatur: Lah hie Divina émdpvodone, id est, 
eee eepor natura, unum filium, unam personam, utraque hree 
™m tamen inconfusam et indivisibilem rationem, non 
in una eke ‘natura, sed in duabus perfectis, 
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nature of those things that are seen, but upon oeet te 
the names to believe the ager ae ia inks Uy 
es that called his body, that is so by nature, wheat prea ceat 
termed himself a vine,* he honoured the visible 
nin with the appellation of his body and blood, not alter- 
nature, but to nature grace.” 
Dal dOnt The mystical symbols offered to Goa by 
2. “Orth. mystic to 
the priests, pray tell me what are they sigoa of ?—Eran. Of 
the Lord's body and blood.—Orth. ‘his body truly or not 
truly such ?!—Eran. Of that which is truly (his body.)— 
Orth. Very right. For there rnust be an original of an Wang 
(rii¢ eixdvoe aapeeney, for painters imitate nature and draw 
the im: of visible things——Zran, True.—Orth. +If then 
the divine mysteries are antitypes of a true ‘, then the 
Frente ae Reena not changed into ¢ nature of 
the D but filled with divine glory—ran. You have 
seasonably’ it in the discourse of the divine mysteries ; 
for thereby I will shew that the Lord’s body is changed into 
another nature. Answer therefore my question.—Orth. I 
will.—Eran. What call you the gift that is offered before the 
priest’s invocation 1—Orth. I at ae ly declare it, for 
perhaps some here present may initiated.— Eran. 
Answer then enigmatically.—Orth. Vall it the food that f is 
made of a certam grain.—Eran. How call you the other 
bee a laiaa te By a common name that signifies a kind of 
—Eran. But how do you call it after consecration ?— 
Mee The body of Christ, a ee Se —Eran. 
lo betel ove partake the of Christ? 
—Orth. es I ‘taere it.—Eran. As then the symbols of 
Cite dibody snd blood are one thing before the priest’s invo- 
the invocation are changed and become another 
ay so. the Lord’s body, after his assumption, is changed 
into a divine essence.—Orth, You are caught in a net of your 
own weaving. {For after sanctification the mystical symbols 


* Obrog ra dpdpeva oi F9 100 odparoe kai aiparog xpo- 
ony remy ob Pte kde portals x08 vie Sane ra been 
poor 

f To? dyroc eGuaroc dyriruna. [Ibid p.125-] 

$ Ob yap kara riv dyianyby ra puoried esypada ric, oltslar 
Elrgarai ghoeocr Miva: yap tri rie mporipac obaiac, kai rot oxi- 
paroc kat rod eiBouc, wai dpard kort, kai anrd, ola eal mpérepoy 
iy. Nodirat 88 dep iykvero, kai mloreéerat kai mpooruvtira, ie 
tetiva Sura dimep moreberat. (Ibid. p. 126.] 
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do not depart from their own nature ; for they remain still in 
their former substance, and figure and form, and may be seen 
and touched just as before. But they are understood to be 
that which they are made, and are believed and venerated, as 
being those things they are believed to be.” 

Ilow shamefully Mr. Sclater has attempted to pervert these 
last words of Theodoret, he has been told sufficiently by his 
Answerer. 

The next testimony is of Gelasius,* bishop of Rome: “The 
sacraments of the body and blood of Christ which we take are 
surcly a divine thing, for which reason we become by them 
partakcrs of the divine nature ; and yet the substance or nature 
of bread and wine does not cease to be; and indeed the image 
and likeness of the body and blood of Christ are celebrated in 
the action of the mysteries ; therefore it appears plainly enough 
to us, that we ought to think that of our Lord, which we pro- 
fess and celebrate and receive in his image ; that as they (viz. 
the elements) pass into the divine substance, the Holy Spirit 
effecting it, their nature still remaining in its own property ; 
so that principal mystery, whose efficiency and virtue these (the 
elements) truly represent to us, remains one entire and true 
Christ ; those things of which he is compounded (viz. the two 
natures) remaining in their properties.” 

Ephrem Antiochenus,t treating of the two natures (which he 
calls palpable and impalpable, visible and invisible) united in 
Christ, adds, ‘“ Thus the body of Christ which is received by 
the faithful, does not depart from its sensible substance, and yet 


* De duabus naturis in Christo. Certe Sacramenta que sumimus, cor- 
poris et sanguinis Christi, divina res est, propter quod et per eadem 
divinse efficimur consortes naturse; et tamen esse non desinit substantia 
vel natura panis et vini; et certe Imago et similitudo corporis et sanguinis 
Christi in actione mysteriorum celebrantur. Satis ergo nobis evidenter 
ostenditur, hoc nobis in ipso Christo Domino sentiendum, quod in ejus 
imagine profitemur, celebramus et sumimus; ut sicut in hanc, sc. in 
Divinam transeunt Spiritu S. perficiente substantiam, permanente tamen 
in sua proprietate natura, sic illud ipsum mysterium principale, cujus 
nobis efficientiam Virtutemque veraciter repreesentant, ex quibus constat 
proprie permanentibus, unum Christum, quia integrum verumque per- 
manere. [Max. Bibl. Vet. Patr. vol. 8. p. 703. Lugd. 1677.] 

¢ Apud Photii Biblioth. cod. 229. Ovrw cai wapad rov morey 
AapBavépevoy cHpa Xprarov, cai rijcg aioInrijg ovoiac od« éiorarat, 
Kal THC vonTig aduaiperoy piver yapirocg’ cai rd Barriopa Kai xvev- 
partkdy dAov yevopsvoy Kai Ev Urapxor, Kai rd tdtoy riic aicSnrijc 
ovoiag, rou bdarog Aéyw, Staowle, Kai 6 yéyovey ovK aweXeGEY. 


{p. 794. Rothom. 1653.] 
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remains from the intellectual grace. So baptism 
becoming wholly spiritual and one, it preserves its own sensible 
eanfehces Uanapans waters aiid dass notiloenleheeate ubmade 
to be. 


Our adversaries, to testify anes epee ay are Stes 
Fathers, when they do not speak as they would have them, 
they try to make them speak so as nobody shall understand 
their true sense. Andas the Putney convert tiby Theodoret, 
so the Jesuit Andr. Schottus (not for want of skill, but honesty) 
has dealt with this of Ephrem, making it, by his i 
obscure, or rather unintelligible nonsense. For the first words 
ric aigSnric obslac oi é&lararat, he translates, sensibilis 
essenti@ non cognoscitur, “ it is not known of a sensible nature ;” 
and the other expression about baptism, «al rd ‘doy ric 
aigSnrijc, obctac, rod taroc Néyw, dacwZe, he turns thus: 
Hocque substantie sensibilis proprium est, per aquam, in- 
quam, servat ; “and this is the property of sensible substance, 
itkeeps, I say, by water.” A good man cannot take more pains 
to find out truth, than this man does that it may be lost. 

The next testimony is of Facundus,* the African bishop : 
“Christ vouchsafed to receive the sacrament of adoption, both 
when he was circumcised and when Fe ee and the 
sacrament of adoption may be called adoption, just as we call 
the sacrament of the body and blood of Christ, which is in the 
consecrated bread and cup, his body and blood. Not that 
properly bread is his body, and the cup his blood, but because 
they contain in them the mystery of his body and blood. 
Hence it is, that our Lord himself called the bread and cup he 
blessed and gave to his disciples, his body and blood.” 

Nothing can be more positive than these five testimonies, 
that the bread and wine remain in their substance after con- 
ae And I cannot but here add the remarkable confes- 
sion of an adversary concerning two of them. 

For thus Cardinal Alan : © Concerning these two, Gela- 
sius and Theodoret, I readily persuade myself that they are 
the only persons in all antiquity (though I have already pro- 
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bread that is from the earth, perceiving the Lord’s invocation, 

he pk the sacar, cng of two 

an an heavenly,” Though not common 

thing, oie. 8 7 no earthly thing besides. i 
Origen :+ If aver thing Log Denon aon 

into 
that is sanctified by the word of God and , as to the 
material part of it (which con bn nothing Telnet aeeeints 


est, 
stans, terrena et ccrlesti, &c. [Ibid. col. 2. 
Matt, 18.-v/ 15: p. 204. Balt: Huet, vol: 8. p. 499. 
spevow Bpdpa * 00 rai od 
nev rd bAucby ele TH) Koay pope, ea tg age 
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u 


foteradoeg mivtrg 
fovra abroy. . 
a ‘alias 63. Invenimus aDisea 


"ot vinum fuisse quod sanguinem suum 


ears: 
fit 
LE 

9 


= 
35 
i 
| 
: 
. 
3 
Fi 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 197 


(when the eucharist was administered), because the fast was 
broken upon receiving the Lord's body.” ‘Tertullian excepts 
not against this reason, but it, and finds out such an ex- 
pedient as would be counted ridiculous in the Roman Church 
(where this of the sacrament’s breaking the fast is not be- 
lieved) which is, to be beet and to take the sacrament, and 
reserve it to be eaten at 

Seite ssentiion ng the Lords body,” says be,* “and. reservin; Ppsees| 
it, both is solved, both the partaking of the sacrifice (i. e. 
the eucharist given at three o'clock), and the execution of their 
duty,” (he means of fasting till evening, according to their 
vow, and eating the sacrament then, and not before.) But to 
proceed with our testimonies. 

Hesychius:+ ‘God therefore commanded flesh to be eaten 
with heads that we might understand, that that mystery (viz. 
pe ad ae ken of by him, which is both bread and 
flesh, as the body of Christ the living bread that descended 

from heaven.” canbe tly bead call Healt th 6G? ways foe 
in that of transubstantiation it is only flesh and no bread. 

St. Austin:t “Of the very bread Judas and Peter both 
took a part, and yet what society, what agreement, wl art 
has Peter w with cts ” ie ta 

Again :§ “The Fathers did eat the same spiritual meat with 
us, but the corporeal was different ; they did eat manna, we 
another thing (he means bread)—and they all drank the same 
spiritual drink, they one thing, we another, another as to the 
visible substance, but in spiritual virtue signifying the same 
thing.” 

‘And again elsewhere: ‘Behold, while faith remains the 
same, the signs are varied. There (in the wilderness) the rock 


et Judas partem et Petrus accepit; et tamen quie societas, qui conso- 
nantia, quie pars Petri cum Juda? (ut supra, vol. 9. p. 982.] 
§ Id. Tract, in Joan, 26. Patres manducaverunt spiritualem utique 
‘eandem (escam) non corporalem alteram, quia illi Manna, nos alind —et 
omnes eundem potum spiritualem biberunt, aliud ili, alind nos, sed specie 
“ae, tea hem isnt ate pra [Ibid. vol. 3. 
p. 1984, 
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Isidore Peleusiota :* “Melchizedek performed his sacred 
office in bread and wine, by which he foresignified the type of 
the divine mysteries.” 

Eusebius : Feta ee 


neyer seems to have made use 


thr “Thou art a priest for ever,” &e. 


tote upon 
He adds, “ Since now there is nowhere any priesthood or saeri- 


renee rather St. Austin ‘emnrehagd 
Arnobius : the mystery of bread wine, is. 
Leia y Rhee 


* Lib. 1. E 431. ad Pallad. MeAyuoedix dpry rai 
= i oy boy Sea bed ipa Srpie psod abe. | if ate 
1638. 
Lib. 5, Dem, Evang. c. 3. "Qarep dxcivoc (Melehisedeck) tepede 
istoy roxio, cUbepod galverae Susian cwnarseaie cays 


primes puorhoua, Too stool ees rabra xvebpars Sily. xpo- 
enero, ka ray pedXdvrwy Taig eixéot mpoxexpnyivov. [p. 223. 


ad et 
ae Seer vino, simplici puroque 
cigar Lan Dominic novit 


Geom 
re ta oe mysterium panis et vini factus est sacerdon 
in Meernuan, (Max. Biblotie Vel) Pate wale 8 peBDL, Lngde 36721 
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done to the proper body of Christ, yet they mean it only of 
the bread that represents it; and therefore that must remain, 
for there is inking else to be broken. 

When therefore St. Chrysostom says,* ‘ that upon the cross 
a bone of him was not broken, but what Christ did not suffer 
upon the cross, that he suffers in the oblation for thy sake, 
and suffers himself to be broken, that he may fill us all:” this 
cannot be meant of any thing but what represents his body 
torn and rent, viz. bread, 

So St. Austin} speaks of that upon the Lord’s table, which 
is blessed and sanctified, and broke in small pieces to be distri- 
buted. Which can be only bread. 

And this elsewhere} he expresses more plainly: ‘« Paul,” 
says he, ‘‘ broke bread that night, as it is broken in the sacra- 
ment of the body of Christ.” 

Again St. Austin thus exhorts :§ ‘Let us eat Christ ; he 
lives though eaten, for he arose though slain. Neither when 
we eat him, do we make ts of bine so indeed we do in the 
sacrament, and the fait know how eat the flesh of 
Christ (there). Every one takes a part,” 

This is a very remarkable testimony, eons of the dis- 
tinetion he makes between Christ’s prope’ body, and that in 
the eines affirming quite different them, as this 
of takin; ag ny ly true of the bread. 
For as for the true of Christ, we are informed by another, 

Chrysologus ;|| “Christ cannot be eaten and divided. He 
is SE whole of believers, heis received whole in the mouth 

ie 

I will conclude this chapter with the sayings of three great 
ee among the Fathers, who positively assert what I 

proving, that the bread and wine remain in the eucharist. 


* Hom. 24, in 1 Cor. tom. 3. Edit, Savil. p. 397—'AMX' bxep ob 
Enaley Axi rob oravpoi, roire days ami rijc xoospopic bud at, 
kal dolce Siaedpevoc, iva wavrac inxdjoy. [vol. 10. p. 250. 
Par. 1837. 

+ Epist. 59.—Et ad distribuendum comminuitur. [Epist. 149. yol. 3, 
p. 761. Par. 1836.) 

Evie. on se tips in Sacramento Corporis Christi. [Epist. 

36. 117. 

pA ok age ecapertal Coe 11 Manthicemes Christa 4 viet 
mandueatus, quia surrexit occisus : nee quando manducamus, partes de 
{Ilo facts, ct quidem in Sacramento id’ ft; et norunt fideles, quemad~ 
‘modum manducent carnem Christi, unusquisque accipit partem, &. 

“if Sect 15S. Non pote Chistes oa ot divi) Integer. & eredentious 

sumitur, integer in ore cordis recipitur. 
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St. Austin :* ‘ How is the bread his the ci 
what the cup contains, his blood? BY Fiat aaetee fen 
fore called sacraments, because in them we see one thing, and 
understand another.” 

Again} Paice te Rercettnea ives pee wherein he 
commended the sacrament of his body and 

Facundus :{* Christ’s faithful ones, receiving the sacrament 
Rie bee ‘al es said to receive his body and 
blood.” And he ae re, ‘*Not that the bread is 
‘aper/yslbecbodly tame ek = oo pas ener venpreerwed 
contain in them the mystery 

Isidore, § banking Moste Incense 8, ‘These two 
are visible, but iin body: the Holy Spirit they pass 
mast henalertmette 

ey 

Origen,|| having. discoursed (as we heard before) of the 
Spocing tn pn snd opsesionl dp 1 on angnsber 
cerning tl sym ly.” i 
it from the Word that was made flesh, which he calls true food, 

Eusebius :{ ‘Having received a command to celebrate the 
TorosaY ak asieeceirannee dei tebiaiy she symbols of his 
body and saving blood, according, to the ordinances of the 
‘New Testament.” 

Theonoretsf* not only in the large testimony prodiveed out of 


ae iy sine ta tir Ser vel 
ae at , otnd iofelletan, [Serm. 272. ut supra, “ane 
Pp 


68. conc, 1. Cum veniret Dominus ad coenam, qua com- 

vit Sacramentum corporis et sanguinis sui. [Ibid. vol. 4. p. 985.] 

t Defens, 3. capit. 1, 9. Christi fideles Sacramentum corporis et san- 
guinis ejus accipientes, corpus et sanguinem Christi recte dicuntur accipere 


sanguinisque contineant. 
P lect tat Eccles. l. 1. c. 18. Hie duo sunt visibilia, sanctificata 
‘per Spiritum Sanctum in Sacramentum Divini Corporis transeunt. 
Parra mgT Oe 1617.) 
‘Comm, in Matth, 15. Kal ratra sepi rumieod cal. ovpBoduod 
arog. (vol. 8p. 800. Pat. 1740-] re tonhvol 
‘Dem: Evang, L. 1. ‘obrou'r05 Siparoc r}y pehpny em 
Spiele vier Dae. tat teuseatinenescec waaazeg aicots ieee ea 
serie unr sar Serpe. is eioiit Ballgetic. eapelhaabbrec 
Comm, in 1 Cor. 13. "Ew mwava: erigpare tov tirov 
Spapesiene Descente tg rie pty A 
"ferad0a th etuBoda ros dcorerikoh ‘soparog, inet & abroy 
Fe mabe oe ene 
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in signification, therefore their representation as signs, must be 
to denote and shew rather something absent which they 
represent, than to make it present. 

They call them also types. 

Cyril of Jerus. :* “He bids us receive the bread and wine 
with all certainty, as the body and blood of Christ ; for in the 
type of the bread his body is given to thee, and in the type of 
wine his blood.” 

Greg. Nazianzen :+ “We shall receive the passover now in a 
type still, though more clear than that of the old law (for the 
legal geeilesy am bold to say it, was an obscure type of a 
type), bat within a while we shall receive it more perfect and 
more pure.” 

St. Jeromet upon those words of Jeremiah xxxi: “They 
shall flow unto the ness of the Lord, for wheat, and wine 
and oil,” adds, “ Of whichis made the Lord’s bread, and the 

of his blood is filled, and the blessing of sanctification is 


Theodoret calls the eucharist,§ ‘the venerable and saving 
type of Christ’s body.” 

‘Another name is antitypes, signifying the same with the - 

former. 

Author Constitutionum|| under the name of Clemens 
Roman. : “Christ delivered to us the mysteries which are anti- 
ores of his precious body and blood.” 

24] “O ourFather, we give thee thanks for the precious 
wise of Jesus Christ shed for us, and for his precious body, 
of which we celebrate these anti 

Eustathius of Antioch, ex pounding those words, “ Eat my 
bread, and drink the wine thet I have mingled,” says, “He 


* Catech. Mj 4.—'Q¢ otsparoc rai aiparoc Xproi" ty rémy 
‘ag diprov Beret oon nS ianaan Wextayfeliee] teres pr, shua. 
p. 320, Venet. 1763.4 
+ In Pasch. Orat. 43. Ed. Basil. Gr. MeradmbsueOa dt rod wd 
viv piv rureedic Ere, kai et rod mada’ yupvirepor (rd yap vo 
days rows db Mysni simon roxes i apy spor), ps 3 
jarepoy rehevdrepoy rEpows vol 2 pe 
be inte 3 De a Domini, et sanguinis ejus 
jerem. 31. — De quo conficitur panis i 
Sane ars oh Denied agli feationss droncltar, [ut bapre, vol. 4 
pl 
Diibe: 3.—Totrov rérov ceardy kal owrhptor. 
Sie 5. cap. gi eonatiiene jv ra dvrirura pvoripea rob 


Bbc area earn ripiov osparos, oF xai dvriryma raira 
drurehovpev. 
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Ephrem Syrus:} consider, how Christ taking 
brea fe bis Pas blewed Sed it, for a figure of his im- 
mul Udy, sei fete ies te meee ca tt 
disciples, for a figure of his precious 

‘St, Austin :t He admitted Judas to the banquet, in which 
he commended and delivered to his disciples the figure of his 
body and blood.” 

Bede§ also says the same: ‘Neither did Christ exclude 
Judas from the eat holy supper, in which he delivered to his 
disciples the figure of his most hol bs, and blood.” 


And elsewhere :|| “Christ it flesh or blood of a 
lamb, substituting the peered of bread and 
wine, shewed that it was he, to whom the \sware, Thou 


art a priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek.” 
The words of the Ambrosian Office are very remarkable, as 
Pie set down by the author of the Book of Sacraments 
t his name, where he asks this question : 
{{‘* Wouldst thou know that the eucharist is consecrated by 
heavenly words? Hear then what the words are. The priest 


* Lib. 4. adv. Marcion.¢. 40. \ Acceptum panem et distributum disci 
Frit el as wi et wena 5 ir ran 


hvac de Not ‘Dei curiose non scrutanda. poate seat 


stele ‘Adbuit eee ee een corporis et san- 
{ mane at eta, 


guinis sui figuram discipulis [vol. 4. p. 9. 
Par. 1835.] 


$n Pol. 3. Neo A Brett i)bot figuram Sacrosancti 


sanguinisque suis discipulis tradidit, Judam) exclusit 
wee P, 323, Colon: Agr. 1688.) eat It - 


Fre. 22. io wpel eal sus carnis sanguinisque 
sipeaente figura ipsum se esse monstraret, 
calles Deaiias,. Th ew paoncaed in, pleased bobs Onions 


Lib. 4. de Sacram. ¢. 5. in initio, Vis scire quia verbis ocrlestibus 
consecratur? Accipe que sint verba. Dicit , Fac nobis, inquit, 

Kiana Plathbicia aperipianis Fatlonabilem,”acsoptablles, quod ext Wigara 
sortie Doni wn den Cs, rl p. 372. 
Par. 1690. 
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out blood, of what flesh, or of what body or blood did he give 
the images, and commanded his disciples to make a remem- 
brance of him by?” 

Synodus Constantinop. An. 754:* ‘“ The Fathers there 
call the eucharist, the true is of Christ, and say afterwards 
—Christ commanded us to an image, a chosen matter, 
towit, the substance of bread, not having a human figure, lest 
idolatry should be introduced.” 

‘And again :¢ “It pleased him, that the bread of the eucha- 
ist, being the true image of his natural flesh, should be made 
a divine body, being sanctified by the coming of the Holy 
Ghost, the priest which makes the oblation intervening tomake 
it holy, which before was common.” 

He that would have more testimonies of this kind, may con- 
sult Monsieur Blondel, in his Eelaircissements sur T Buch 
ristie, cap. 4. prop. 8. 

thers also make two or three remarks, which add 
farther strength to this rt. 

First remark. They not {only make bread and wine to be 
the image, type, figure, &c. ob Christ’s body crucified; but 
they also assert, that an image, fi; &c. cannot be the thing 
itself, Cane ite anisunenel igaret 

Tertullian :t “The image cannot be every ways adequate to 
the truth ; for it is one thing to be according to truth, another 
to be the truth itself.” 

Athanasius :§ ‘That which is like to another, is not that 
thing itself to which it is like.” 

Hilary :\| “ Neither is any one an image of himself.” 

St. Ambrose :{ ‘“ None can ever have been an image of 
himself.” 

* In Concil. Nicen. 2. Act 6—Tyj» dAn0i rod Xpirod cicéva.— 
Otrw sai ry eixdva BAqy LEaiperoy, Hryouv éprov obsiay, xpostratey 
xpospipeaSat wr} oxnnarizoveay dvOpivmov poppjy, iva pu) eidwro- 


t Tay vie, cixaneria eerie dled fletex ete peeu 
did rig 700 ay) 


tatem esse. 
§ Contr. Hypocr. Milet. Td dyorsy rev, ode Ear aird ixtivo G 
De Sy ‘Neque enim sibi ipsi quisquam imago est. 
. Neque ; 
De Fide, 1.1. cap, 4. Nemo sibi psi imago fuisse, [yol. 2. 
p. 453, Par. 1690.) a ioe 
‘VOL. IX, P 
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Gr. Nyssen:* ‘‘An image would be no longer such, if it 
were altogether the same with that of which it is an image.” 

St. Austin :¢ ‘‘ What can be more absurd, than to be called 
an image with respect to one’s self ?”’ 

Gaudentius:{ ‘A figure is not the truth, but an imitation 
of the truth.” 

Theodoret :§ ‘“‘An image has the figures and lines, not the 
things themselves.” 

Cyril of Alexand. :|| ‘‘A type is not the truth, but rather 
imports the similitude of the truth.” 

Bertram :{ ‘“ A pledge and an image are of another thing ; 
that is, they do not look to themselves, but to something else.” 

This Epiphanius the deacon,** in the second Council of Nice 
confesses, and therefore is fain to deny, that the eucharist is 
the image or antitype of Christ’s body; for, says he,t+ ‘if (the 
eucharist) be an image of his body, it cannot be the divine 
body itself.” 

Damascen also,t{ who was one of the first innovators in the 
matter of the eucharist, denics, that the bread and wine are a 
type or figure of Christ’s body and blood, but the very body 
and blood itself; and that when the ancients call them ayriruza 
antitypes, they mean it is so before consecration of the elements, 
not after; which I have abundantly shewed, by foregoing tes- 
timonies in this chapter, to be false, and it is confessed by some 
of the Roman authors themselves. 

In a word, the Fathers make a sign to be inferior, and to 
fall short of the thing signified ; thus :— 

St. Chrysostom says,§§ ‘It is inferior to it, and so much 
the more, as a sign is below the thing of which it is a sign.” 


* De Anima et Resurrect. Odx ire ydp dv eixwy, i dv’ ardvrwy cy 
ravrov ixeivy. [vol. 3. p. 196. Par. 1638.] 
+ De Trinit.1.7.c.1. Quid absurdius quim Imaginem ad se dici? 
[vol. 7. p. 1304. Par. 1837.] 
t In Exod. tract. 2. Figura non est veritas, sed imitatio veritatis. 
§ InDan.1.2.c.2. ‘H eixwy oxynpara, ob mpdypara exe. [vol. 2. 
p. 1091. Hal. 1770.] 
| In Amos. cap. 6. ‘O dé rémog ote dinOaa, péppwory 68 padrov 
rig adnOeiag siogipe. [vol. 3. p. 315. Lutet. 1638.] 
{ De Corp. et Sang. Domini. Pignus et imago alterius rei sunt, id est, 
non ad se, sed ad aliud aspiciunt. 
** In Concil. Nic. 2. Act. 6. 
tt Ed eixwy rov odparde tori, ode tydéxerat elyat abrd rd Setov 
copa. 
it De Orth. Fide, 1. 4. c. 14. 
§§ Hom. 8. in Epist. ad Roman. <¢édpa abrij¢g raradeecripa, cai 
TOTOVTOY, DooY OnpEtoy Tov mpayparoc ovTip tors ONpEtoY. 
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they contain, that we may really be partakers of those things 


which now we celebrate in a figure. 

mai Sarge on esd tle in such as 
these: ‘ Whence it ” says e, “that this ly and 
blood of Christ are the pledge 


and Te to come, 

which is now only represented, but shall hereafter be plaink 
exhibited, —therefore it is one thing which is now cele! 
and another which shall hereafter be manifested.” And after- 
wards (p. 119), “The prayer says, that these things are cele- 
brated in a figure, not in truth, that is, by way similitude 
(or representation), not the manifestation of thing itself. 
Now the figure and the truth are itera Sees 
therefore the body and blood of Christ, which is celebrated in 
the Church, differs from the body and blood of Christ which 
is glorified since the resurrection,” &e, 

“We see how yast a difference there is between the 


and sitteth at the right hand of the Father. For this 
which we celebrate in our way (to happiness) must be spiri- 
tually received ; for faith believes somewhat that it sees not ; 
and it spirit rr ae the soul, makes glad the heart, and 
confers eternal life and incorruption, if we attend not to that 
which feeds the body, which is chewed with our teeth, and 
ground in pieces, but to that which is spiritually received by 
faith. But now that body in which Christ suffered and rose 
se was his own proper body which he assumed of the 

irgin, which might be seen and felt after his resurrec- 
tion,” &e. 

It is very observable, and a great confirmation of what has 
been said in this chi +, that the ancient Christians of St. 
Thomas, inhabiting hie mountains of Malabar in the East 

indies, agree with the ancient Church in denying our Sayiour’s 
corporal presence in the sacrament of the euc 3 a8 appears 
from their Public Offices, and other books, mentioned in a 

which was celebrated amongst them by Dom Alexio de 

fenezes, archbishop of Goa, in the year 1599. 

Tn_ the for decree of the third action of the said 
Synod, in which most of their Church Offices and other books 
are condemned, for containing doctrines contrary to the Roman 
faith, there is particular notice taken of their contradicting the 
Roman faith in the point of transubstantiation. 

Be 25 1 
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SE) ee I will therefore here transcribe 
out of him. 

sect 4 ‘ius, deacon, &e. ing the true 
ie rry corte omen er 
especially that for which I have hitherto been defamed ; which 
endeavours to maintain, that the bread and wine placed on the 


which our Lord, and venerable Pope Nicholas, and this hol 
Synod, by evangelical and jlical authority, has deli 
Sse bald tal contrast es ede thas atioeatand 
wine which are placed on the altar, after consecration, are not 
only a sacrament, but also the true body of our 

Christ, and is sensibly, not only in the sign and sacrament, 


i 
i 


vel ‘aut fidelium dentibus 
shat. Consentio autem S, Ba Ecclesie et ce eal ee 
‘mense, tenere, quam 

Domtras ct Veurcalilis Papa Netolann ef Fees, Smnodns. wutletate 
Evangelica \postolica ls r, mibique firmavit: scilicet, 
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in lainer terms, is swallowing the body of 
Christ tine . And indeed without this descent 
prayer inthe ‘Novan Misa: SREHETOARG Saiier 


its stay there, Aquinas (whom all now follow) 
eens Latha 
sacramental species remain. ‘When they cease to be, e body 
of Christ ceases to be under them.” 

Thus also Domin. Soto:{ “We ought undoubtedly 
hold, that Christ’s body descends into the stomach. — 
digestion is made in the stomach, there the species cease to be, 
and so also Christ’s body, and therefore will not descend into 
the draught.” 

But now comes a scurvy ease, that will force out the whole 
truth. Suy by reason of any disease, the species should 
di ee eee {pleconsd Pale a 
Faith the species, nor time to do it in stomach, 

ut they are tly carried downward whole, or else brought 
‘up immediately, as in case of sudden vomiting. This also is 
resolyed by the same principles. So the last named author :§ 
“If by reason of any disease the s) should descend (into 


the it he means), the body also itself would descend and 
be sent forth. For shame ought not to. be a reason for deny- 
ing the truth.” 


‘To which St. Antoninus agrees|| (citing Paludanus in the 
case): “Therefore the body and blood of Christ remains so 


+c Donates et tavi, ad- 
ee quod sumpsi, et sanguis quem potavi, 


flat. dist 12, qu. 1. art. 3. Est indubid tenendum, quod corpus 
(sc, Christi) descendit in stomachum.—Cum digestio fiat in stomacho, 
illic desinunt esse species, atque adeo corpus, quare npn descendit in 


ventrem. 
cl ET Se descenderent, conse- 
ele teat depen eaciiaaphceiesioarwacs Pode sake aon 


a, 3. te 1Seap. Os sect 3. Igitur corpus Christi et 

ll Part, 3. tit. 13. cap. sanguis 
fondia panei in. ventre et somacho, yet vomify, ct quooingos al 
quamdin. species manent, sicut substantia conversa mansisset.. Et si 
species incorrupte: evomuntur, vel egrediuntur, est ibi vere corpus Christi. 
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And elsewhere :* erect ive and allegorical reading 


cieheatain 


ayeerrne a eps ena eared 
literall, gperlen gener ct foils 


crime or ji or roles or good 
Hine to be done, it is not figurative: but: if it seems to com- 
mand acrime or i or forbid an useful and 
beneficial thing, it is ” And then he gives the ex- 


letter ; there is also in the New Testament a letter that kills 
him who does not spiritually consider what is said. For if 
ae preitin eai ome wien wearcrERitaee 
ye eat my flesh and drink my blood, this letter kills,”” 

Ty Andieaandien alee 6a tant not to et thetesvof the 
Lamb, as the slaves of 
ho receive the spirituals of the word.” 


i 
ue 
Be 


* Serm. 44. de Diversis. Omnis figurata et allegorica lectio vel locutio, 
aliud videtur sonare carnaliter, aliud insinuare spiritualiter. [Serm. 4. 


. ¢. 16, Si preceptiva est locutio, aut flagitium 
s, aul beneficentiam jubens, non est figurata, Staten 


HE 
aF g 

i if : 
fie 
in 
Bl 
if 


E. 
te 
: 
He 
fen 
nln 
‘fs 
aie 


non 3 
gee od tn Ne Nat mance Pag ter 
pivees 1. 0 
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Such as those whom St. Austin mentions,* who pleased 
God, and died not (i. e. eternally): ‘‘ Because they understood 
the visible food (inanna) spiritually, they hungered spiritually, 
they tasted spiritually, that they might spiritually be satisfied.” 

Or, as he expresses it a little after:t ‘‘He that eats in- 
warcly, not outwardly; that eats in his heart, not he that 
presscth it with his teeth.” And therefore elsewhere texhorts 
them: ‘Do not prepare your jaws, but your heart.” 

This is what Clemens Alexandr.§ requires, when he says: 
‘““That Christ, when he broke the bread, set it before them, 
that we may eat it rationally,” i. e. spiritually. 

So St. Austin again :|| ‘The body and blood of Christ will 
then be life to every one, if what is visibly taken in the sacra 
ment, be in truth spiritually eaten and spiritually drunk.” 
Where he inakes this to be “eating in truth,” and the other 
but “sacramental.” 

So Macarius] having called the bread and wine the antitype 
of Christ’s flesh and blood, he adds :** ‘They which are par- 
takers of the visible bread, do spiritually eat the flesh of the 
Lord.’ Ife should rather have said orally, according to the 
doctrine of our adversaries. 

St. Athanasius,t¢+ expounding those words, ‘“What if ye see 
the Son of man ascending where he was before? It is the 
spirit that quickeneth, the flesh profiteth nothing,” &c. adds,tt 
‘He affirmed both of himself, the flesh and spirit, and made a 
difference betwixt the spirit and the flesh, that not only 
believing that of him which was visible, but what was invisible, 


* In Joan. tract. 26. Quia visibilem cibum spiritaliter intellexerunt, 
spiritaliter esurierunt, spiritaliter gustaverunt, ut spiritaliter satiarentar. 
{ut supra, vol. 5. p. 1836.] 

t Ibid. Qui manducat intus, non foris, qui manducat in corde, non 
qui premit dente. [p. 1984.] 

$ Serm. 33. de Verb. Dom. Nolite parare fauces, sed cor. [Serm. 112. 
ibid. vol. 5. p. 813.] 

§ Strom.1.1. KAacag rév dprov rpotSnxey, iva 6) paywpev Aoytede. 

|| De Verb. Apost. Serm.2. Tunc vita unicuique erit corpus et sanguis 
Christi, si quod in sacramento visibiliter sumitur, in ipsa veritate spiritua- 
liter manducetur, spiritualiter bibatur. [Serm. 131. ibid. p. 924.] 

q Homil. 27. 

** — Kai of peradapBavovrec ix Tov gatvopivov prov, wvreupa- 
Tixwe TOY cdpKa Tov Kupiov soBiover. 

tt Tract. in illud Evang. Quicunque dixerit verbum contra filiam 
hominis. 

tt — “Iva py pévoyv rd gatydpevoy, dd\Ad cai rb dédparoy abrod 


MUOTEVOVTEY. 
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the cht learn, that those which he were not. 
Bore spiritual. For ane many cain bed have 
Suificed for teat, that it should be made the food of the whole 
world? Lae pmoni Sgn = ys atraay depot pean 
into heaven, that he might draw them from his 

ceit, and hereafter might learn, that the flesh he A eee 
celestial meat from above, and spiritual Tanita to be 
given by him,” &e.* 


He Tan eGida ee diene epinee ing co ho aeen te 
eee te ith.” 


Do not imagine that I ane ton ted can) 

withal, as if you must eat 3 nor think that I command you 
PR cosine gual Srnoral Wogtelat ator, that the very 
words that I haye spoken to you-are spirit and life. So that 
these very SroKts ead apeactte of his are his flesh and blood ; 
wheres Ai ee ice partaker, being nourished as it were 
with heavenly bread, ‘shall be a partaker of heavenly life. 


—Let not the hasty hearing of those things by me, of flesh 
and blood, trouble you; things sensibl. sbi hd profit no- 
thing, but it is the ‘sin that \ pes aab aon them that can 


spiritually hear them.”§ 

St. Basil says the same:|| “ There is an intellectual mouth 
of the inward man, whereby he is nourished who receives the 
word of life, which is the bread that descended from heaven.” 

Facundus Hermian.{[ takes this of eating Christ’s flesh to 


* —Aléoo yap peer rd odpa mode Boda, tva cai roi eéopnou 
ae aria Grae mee en Te Upacialc WeFeleg dreds 
ai 


SEs Reset Na ag? Cine a ecttan Gals ery folly, rind in Gandia 
vitw appetendus, et devorandus auditu, et ruminandus intellectu, et fide 


'f Lib, 3. Eccl. Theol. ¢. 17. Mi} 9 rihy ee fjy. mepixeyar, 
vonionri ye Nyt Gg Slow adri}y toSiaw, pndi 7d aloSyrov ead 
lua rivay, trohaypinert Be hace iy Gere tae 
domed Toman kai le atapet yous abrod my adpka Kal rd alpa, [c. 12.] 
p. 180. Colon. 1 
—T jy aa iss dxovépeva, rd O& mvetpa 
chiar ip Spd itr denne 2 ap 
i In Peal. 33. Rie piv te «ai vonrdy oréua rod tvdov dx paimov, 
@ tphperar peradapBavwr rod Mage ris wig Be ie bg Jone arr te rob 
otpavod eros 3. capit. c. 
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be a mystery, and that St. Peter when he answered, ‘ Lord, 
whither should we go? thou hast the words of eternal life,” 
did not then understand it: ‘ For,” says he,* ‘ if he hed 
understood the mystery, he should rather have said, Lord, 
there is no reason we should go away, since we believe we shall 
be saved by faith in thy body and blood.” He means his death 
and passion, which is his sense of eating Christ’s body and 
blood. 

Theodorus Heracleot.f refers this eating Christ’s flesh to 
the sincere embracing the economy of his incarnation : 
“‘ These,” says he,t ‘upon the reasoning of their minds, by 
assenting to it, as it were tasting the doctrine, do rationally 
(or spiritually) eat his flesh, and by faith partake of his blood.” 

St. Chrysostom, upon those words,§ “It is the Spirit that 

uickeneth, the flesh profiteth nothing,” reckons up some of 
those carnal doubts that profit nothing; as: “It is a carnal 
thing,” says he, ‘to doubt how Christ descended from heaven, 
and to imagine him to be the son of Joseph, and how he can 
give us his flesh to eat. All these are carnal, which ought to 
be mystically and spiritually understood.” 

Cyril of Jerusalem says :|| “That the Jews, for want of 
understanding spiritually Christ’s words, imagined that Christ 
exhorted them to devour his flesh ;” which is hard to be dis- 
tinguished from the Roman Church's oral manducation. 

This carnal fancy might well make them shrink, and cry 
out: “This is a hard saying, who can hear it?” For as St. 
Austin] well observes: ‘‘It seems more horrible to eat human 
flesh, than to kill it ; and to drink man’s blood, than to shed 
it.” 

Origen’s words (for I see no good reason to question they 


* Quod si mysterium intellexisset, hoc potius diceret, Domine, cur 
abeamus non est, cum credamus nos corporis et sanguinis tui fide 
salvandos. + Catena in Joan. 6.54, 55. | 

$+—T@ ric uyiic Aoyropg aid rijg ovyxaraSicewe, Sowep 
aroyevodpevot rov doyparoc, AoyrKwe EcOiovar ry capKa Kai pera- 
AapBavovor Tov aiparoc. © . 

i" Hom. 46. in Joan. apxecdy dé hy rd dpgeoBnreivy wee ée rot 
ovpavod KaraBéBnxe, Kai rd vopiley Ore vidg Eoriy Iwond, wai rd ree 
Ovvarat rpiv THY cdpxa Cotvat gaysiv' ravra wayra capKxucd, dxep 
Eee pvoriKwe voety cai rvevparixwe, &c. [vol. 8. p. 320. Par. 1836.) 

| Catech. Mystag. 4. NopiZovrec bre éwi capxogayiay adrove 
wporpérerat. [p. 321. Venet. 1763.] 

{ Cont. advers. Legis, L 2.c.9. Horribilius videatur humanam car- 
nem manducare quam perimere, et humanum sanguinem potare quam 
fundere. [ut supra, vol. 8. p. 919.] 
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are his) are enough to convince all such carnal Jews 
aod Chstannct "Thorsen ent and Gk for thas aie 
and outward man, as we call him, agreeable to his nature, viz. 
this corporeal and earthly food. There is likewise a proper food 
for the spiritual, or, as we call it, inward man, as ‘ that. living 
bread that came down from heaven,’ &c.—But the 


are given to that which is corruptible, cay things 


Greg. Nyssen} also well expresses it thus: “There is an 
analogy betwixt the motions and operations of the soul, and 
the senses of the body,” &e. 

t —— Wine and milk are judged of by the taste ; but these 
being intellectual, the power of the soul that apprehends them, 
must be altogether intellectual.”” 

St. Chrysostom§ said well: “That Christ gave himself to 
us for a spiritual feast and banquet.” 

And Procopius Gazzeus :||_ “ celestial and divine Lamb 
is wont to be the food of souls.” 

St. Austin§| indeed tells us: “We cannot handle him who 
now sits in heaven; yet,” says he, “we may touch him by 
our faith.” 

For, as he says elsewhere :** «We run to Christ, not by 


5, Prolog, im Cnn. Est mates jus hominis, qui et exer ap- 
Fenus. Similiar autem et spirituals ipsius, tt interior diitur, 


ibilia praebentur, 
p. 28. Par. a 
+ Hom. 1. in Cantic. "Avadoyia rig bore rotc Wuyixoig kuvfpace 


—'0 yap olvéc re eat yet dy 8b byras 
inom vine SE TET diate ea cots om tories 
ug. sf 

§ Homil. 26. in Matth.—‘Bavrdv dopvar sypiv cig toriacw rat 
siuxiay rvevareeny. [ut supra, vol. 7. p. 352] 

J Goeanent, in, sod (Cesoeaiea. dirinia! Aine auimarum | slat 
esse, 

{ Tract, 1. in Epist, Joan,—Ipsum jam in ccelo sedentem manu 
contrectare non possumus, sed fide contingere. [ut supra, vol. 3.p. 2484.] 

** ‘Tract. 26. in Evang. Joan. Non ad Christum ambulando currimus, 
sodeppuenin scam tentsseortocagse.yiiustats cota accedimus. [Ibid. 
p. 1978, 
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walking, but by believing; nor do we approach him by the 
motion of our bodies, but by the will of our hearts.” 

And afterwards :* ‘Thus he would be touched, and thus 
he is touched by all that nghtly touch him, ascending to the 
Father, remaining with the Father, equal to the Father.” 

And in the next tractate¢ upon those words, ‘‘ What if ye 
see the Son of man ascend,”’ &c. ‘ What does this mean? He 
hence resolves that which they did not know.—For 
imagined, that he would bestow his body upon them ; and he 
told them that he would ascend into heaven entire and whole. 
When you shall see the Son of man ascending where he was 
before, then surely you will see, that he does not bestow hs 
body after that manner you think he does: surely you wil 
then at least understand, that his grace is not consumed by 
bites” (of the teeth). 

Gelasiust therefore said well: ‘‘To believe on the Son of 
God, this is to see him, this is to hear him, this is to smell, 
this is to taste him, and this is to handle him.” 

These testimonies, one would think, are sufficient to tell us 
the sense of the Fathers in this matter; yet, with the reader’s 
leave, I will add a few considerations more, to put it out of all 
doubt. 

First consideration. It appears there is no necessity to 
understand eating and drinking Christ’s body in the eucharist, 
of his natural body received into ours ; because the Fathers say, 
We eat and drink, and partake of Christ’s body and blood m 
baptism, which, by the confession of all, can be done only 
spiritually there. 

Thus Cyril of Alexandria says,§: “‘ The Gentiles could not 
have shaken off their blindness, and contemplated the divine 
and holy light, that is, attained the knowledge of the holy and 


* — Sic se tangi voluit, sic tangitur ab eis a quibus bene tangitur, 
ascendens ad patrem, manens cum patre, sequalis patri. [Ibid. p. 1979.] 

t Idem Tract. 27. in Joan. Quid est hoc ? Hinc solvit illud quod non 
noverant—Illi enim putabant eum erogaturum corpus suum, ille autem 
dixit, se ascensurum in coelum, utique integrum. Cum videritis filium 
hominis ascendentem ubi erat prius, certe vel tunc videbitis, quia non eo 
modo quo putatis erogat corpus suum, certe vel tunc intelligetis, quis 

tia ejus non consumitur morsibus. [Ibid. p. 1989.] 

¢ Contr. Eutych. 1. 4. Credere in filium Dei, hoc est videre, hoc est 
audire, hoc est odorari, hoc est gustare, hoc est contrectare eum. 

§ In Joan. 9. 6.-—Ei pe») yéyove péroxa rijc dylac abrov caprdc, &e. 
dd rov ayiov Sndovdri Barricparog. [vol. 4. p. 602. Par. 1638. ] 
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consubstantial Trinity, unless by hol; as they had been 
made if paar of of his pale flesh, re a the black~ 
their sin, and shaked off the devil's 
ne elsewhere,* of the eunuch : * He by his 
tion,” says he, ‘ shewed, peek 3 isle 


‘Lamb ; for he was thought worthy sts, 
Falgentius :} nless vente fesh of the ee 


whosoever ean consider, not only ing to the bil 
truth (viz. in the sacraments), but according to the of 


uae. *« Neither need any one in the least doubt. that 
every believer is then made partaker of Christ's body and blood, 
when he is made in baptism a member of Christ's body.” 
Therefore St. Basil says,§ ‘That the Lord takes away 
Christ from those who having ges Teas an baptism, by 
sinning afterwards trample Fis body, and count ee blood 
of the covenant an unhol; hig 
‘athers, with reference to eating 
and drinking, di lish Christ’s true from his sacra- 
mental one; ita tier oat er te wwist’s true and 
natural body and blood were eat and drunk in a proper sense 
ocean expounding these word: He that 
. C) a s, || «He eateth 
ba eran i teape ” &e, says, “ ‘Ae Oheists 
ich brought those great and ible blessings to us, 
did condemn those the more that not receive it ; so also 
She yp erien cee eet punishments to those that 
ie partake of 
yr. in Exod. lib. 2. Méro: vonroi mpoBérov did 
vig IprGrie deaucstecy Atlee 7 eben ca peBrtaS 
‘De Bapt. AXthiop. ‘Nisi manducaveritis is 


§ In Esa. 3, — Td cipa xarararoivruy, cai rd alpa rij¢ daShunc 
cowdy trynoapivuy. 
In 1 Cor. xi. v. 29. yap i apovoia abroi, &e. rode pr) 
airy pa@ddov xarkpwey, obra cal rd pvarhpia peiovoc 
gee eaten Plveras vaig dvabloc perlyoven [vol 10. p. 299. 
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upon other occasions named before; as that in his treatise 
upon St. John’s Gospel, where, that of the same 
spiritual drink that the Fathers he has such expressions 


cas these :* “See the signs are varied, faith remaining the same. 
‘There the rock was Christ (in sign); to us, thatwhich is laid 
on the altar is Christ; and they drank of the water that 
flowed from the rock, for a sacrament of the same Christ ; 
what we drink, the faithful If you regard the visible 
species or nature, itis another thing ; if the spiritual or intel- 
ligible signification, they drank the same spiritual drink.” 

In another place :+ “Their meat and ae same 
with ours in myst Baise al oi (or e same, 
tot tar gues ~ Newsnet wae! DAE Was et 
figured to ni chp souks is masinoeh ast ths eae 

To add but one place more, which Sr Aunts rehends the 
whole sense of the argument; where St. At 
the same words, of “our fathers eating the same meat, 
&c. he discourses thus: 


die; but our fathers, the fathers of the faithful, did cat 
spiritual meat, and therefore the same.—For there were such 
there, to whom Christ was more tasteful in their heart, than 
manna in their mouth.—Whosoever understood Christ in the 
manna, did eat the same spiritual meat we do.—So also the 
same drink, for the rock was Christ. Therefore they drank 


‘magno Sacramento ej ntem de petra, 
mos quid bibamus norunt fideles. Si speciem visibilem intendas, aliud 


est ; si intelligibilem tionem, eundem potum spiritualem biberunt. 
[ut supra, vol. 3. p. 2132, ; 
t Idem in Psal. 77, Tdem in mysterio cibus et potus illorum qui 


saamveiatAiantion een ile oegeiy Christus. Bundem 
‘ergo potum quem nos, sed spiritalem, id est; capiebatur, non qui 
Bearibatane asden, gts “ibm ee ti nteligentibus cb creda 


corpore 
tibus 5 oon ngs san ad om Maral fiqua, Sec. 


i 
3: 


; : 
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catholic’ Church a vital banquet, viz. by satiating us with “his 
Sov, and iucbtiting us within ood” But all this, by 
This made Gr. Nyssen* say, that ‘ the body of the vietim 
‘And St. Cyprian s+ “Neither should we be able to drink the 
blood of Christ, unless it were first trodden and pressed.” Al- 
Inding to grapes in a wine press ; and that Christ’s blood must 


be out of his veins when we drink it, and so considered by us. 
But none of the ancients has given a fuller account of this 


could in no wise mystically have received Christ’s body.” 


And because this food which is thus ically to be eaten, 
could not be fit food for us unless ‘ist was crucified 
and ; therefore in several places he speaks of Christ ns 


properly) before he was slain upon the cross. Thus he says, || 
“Christ, by way of anticipation, slew (or sacrificed) himself in 
the supper of the Apostles, which they know that perceive the 
ie eee 4 

Again: Lord first supping upon the figurative 


pee) fr wl (which cannot be understood 


* Orat. 1. jn Resur. Dom. 00 yap iv r9 eda lepciow pic baby 
imirdewy, eimep tuyuxov Hv. (vol. 3. p. 389. Par. 1638.] 
+ Lib. 2. Ep. 3. Nec nos Christi possemus bibere, nisi 


Do ‘oportet, que eti 
superimpositam Dominicam carnem, esibilem hominibus reddidit. Nisi 
enim superimposita fuisset cruci, nos corpus Christi nequaquam mystic’ 


percepissemus. 

11 fb, 1.1. “Prevenions, ce jpeum ia cana Apottoloram immolavit, 
quod sciunt mysteriorum: tem percipiunt. 

oF gH ics dgcrtaratt cate a pomella comana Ddinincs poston 
suum obtulit sacrificium, et secundo sicut ovem seipsum occidit. 
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lamb with the Apostles, did afterwards offer his sacrifice, and 
@ second time, as a lamb, slew himself.” 

And now after all these testimonies and considerations, 
which, put together, demonstratively conclude against any 
eating of Christ’s body or drinking his blood but what is 
spiritual and figurative, I will put an end to this chapter with 
two remarkable sayings of St. Austin. 

The first is upon the 98th Psalm,* where he confutes those 
who, when our Saviour spake of “eating his flesh, and drink- 
ing his blood,”’ were offended at this, as an hard saying: and 
then expounding that which Christ added, “The words I 
speak are spirit and life,” he makes our Lord speak thus to 

em:f ‘“ Understand spiritually what I have spoken. You 
are not to eat this body which you see, nor to drink that blood 
which they shall shed that will crucify me. I have commended 
@ certain sacrament to you, which if spiritually understood, 
will give life to you; and if it be necessary this sacrament 
should be visibly celebrated, yet it must be invisibly (@. e. 
spiritually) understood by you.” No Protestant could choose 
words to express his mind more fully by in this matter. 

His other saying is against the Manichees, who fancied a 
latent Christ in the fruits of trees, and ears of corn, and pro- 
fessed to eat him that was passible with their mouths. St. 
Austin thus sarcastically defides them:t ‘‘ Ye expect with 
open mouth, who should bring in Christ into your jaws, as the 
best sepulchre for him.” 

If St. Austin had been for oral manducation of Christ’s 
body in the eucharist, he could not have had the confidence to 
have objected this as a reproach to the Manichees, which 
might so easily have been returned with shame upon himeelf. 

I conclude therefore, that the Trent Fathers, when they 
ealled the sacramental and oral manducation, real eating, to 
distinguish it from the spiritual eating ; and made that canon, 
‘If any shall say, that Christ exhibited in the eucharist, is only 


* In Ps. 98. 

+ Spiritualiter intelligite quod locutus sum. Non hoc corpus quod 
videtis manducaturi estis, et bibituri illum sanguinem quem fusuri sunt 
qui me crucifigent. Sacramentum aliquod vobis commendavi, spiritualiter 
intellectam vivificabit vos; et si necesse est aliud visibiliter celebrari, 
eportet tamen invisibiliter intelligi. [ut supra, vol. 4. p. 1521.] 

¢ Contr. Faustum, 1. 20. c. 11. Ore aperto expectatis quis inferat 
Pere ie tanquam optimz sepulture, faucibus vestris. [Ibid. vol. 8. p. 
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bi iaeere Ren eaten, and not also sacramentally and really, let him 

Teather ** that herein they were so far from designing to 
testify their consent with the Fathers (who, as you have heard, 
generally say Lee that they seem to have had 
4 conspiracy against them, 


CHAP. XIII. 
THE THIRTEENTH DIFFERENCE. 


The Fathers assert, that the faithful only eat Christ's body, 
and drink his ‘blood ee Buchoree not the wicked. 


Whereas they of the present Roman Church extend it to 
both. 


‘Tuts assertion, being a necessary consequence of the fore- 


resses it thus :+—* Who. ‘aking bo of the 
Sores ‘tis bed, they 
mean, under the species, and the wicked take it: 
Therefore Dom. Soto (who was one of the Council of Trent) 
says :t ‘We must undoubtedly hold, that the body of Christ 
Npeniyecio the stomach, though-s-wicked man takes it.” 


eer eal alam 
ER ciea ar taeasectis viniva eheoie tust taghi 


* Cone. Trid. Sess. 13. can. 8. Si quis dixerit Christum in Eucharistia 
exhibitum, ‘tantum manducari, et non etiam sacramentaliter 
‘ac realiter, anathema sit. 


+ Catechis. ad Paroch. Part, 2. n. 27.—Qui impure sumens corpus, 


quod in Euchsristia occulte latet.— 
41a 4 dist 12: qu. 1. tr. S—Eatindubidtenendum quod corpus (e. 
descendit in stomachum, etiamsi ab iniquo sumatur. 
seaipecnace ras hats bastante ite ee, 
semy » donee corrumpantur, 
en Christi mandueare consequitur. 
eal Patt at 2. art. 2. sec. 2.—Illnd sentire erroneum 


contra sanctos: et ideo communiter tenetur quod in hoe 
Sov ext diferente inter jatar ees quia uterque ipsum yerum 
corpus Christi samit in 
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that as soon as the body of Christ was touched by. a sinnef’s 
lips, it withdrew itself, says: ‘This is an error, and menifestly 
against the saints; and therefore it is held commonly, that in 
this there is no difference betwixt the just and unjust, for 
both of them receive the very body of Christ in the sacrament.”’ 

And a little after :* “It must be granted, that the wicked 
receive the thing which the sacrament is a sign of, which is 
Christ’s true body, born of the Virgin,” &c. 

This ought not to seem a strange doctrine to be héld by 
those, who say that brute creatures may devour Christ’s body. 
- Which is the current opinion. : 

So Aquinas:+ ‘‘ We must say, that. although a mouse or a 
dog should eat a consecrated host, yet the substance of Christ’s 
body does not cease to be under the species, so long as the 
species remain.” 

Alensisf is as positive and more plain: “If a dog or a hog 
should swallow a whole consecrated host, I see not why nor 
_ how the body of our Lord would not, together with the species, 
be conveyed into the belly of that dog or hog.”’ | 

It is remarkable, that among three articles, which Pope 
Gregory XI. an. 1371, prohibited to be taught§ under pain of 
excommunication (which was also repeated by P. Clement VI.), 
one of them was this: “If a consecrated host should be 
gnawed by a mouse, or taken by a brute, that then the species 
remaining, the body of Christ ceases to be. under them, and 
the substance of the bread returns.”’ 

_. This he would not let pass for good divinity. 
Nor can it at this day, when this is one of the cautions to 
be observed in the celebrating of the mass : . 
That if fly, or any such animal fall into the chalice after 
consecration, if the priest nauseates it, then he must take it out 
and wash it with wine, and burn it when mass is ended, and 
the ashes and the wash be thrown into the holy repository. 


* — Unde concedendum, quod mali sumunt rem Sacramenti, quod est 
corpus Christi veram, quod natum est de Virgine, &c. 

t Loc. citat. ad Tertium. Dicendum, quod etiamsi mus vel canis hos- 
tiam consecratam manducet, substantia corporis Christi non desinit esse 
sub speciebus, quamdiu species illee manent. 

$ Ibid. sec. 1. loco citat. Si canis vel porcus deglutiret hostiam conse- 
cratam integram, non video quare vel quomodo Corpus Domini non simul 
cum specie trajiceretur in ventrem canis vel porci. 

§ See Pref. to the Determ. of Jo. Paris. p. 32. Si hostia consecrata & 
mure corrodatur, seu & bruto sumitur, quod remanentibus speciebus, sub 
iis desinit esse Corpus Christi, et redit substantia Panis. 
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do not nauseate to swallow it, nor fears any danger, 
let him take it down with the blood.”* 
» What is all this for, but to tell us, that they look upon it 
‘still to be Christ’s blood, and that it is better it should be in 


they give us another case: “If a priest should 
vomit up the eucharist, and the species appear eee 
must be taken down reverently, unless nauseated ; but 


. Jerome calls the flesh of Christ the ‘food of believers.” 

And Isidore of Seville,§ that it is the ‘‘ meat of the saints.” 
And he adds (which makes it their food, and of none Thy 
“which if any one eat, he shall not die 
pier oth ocr pease re emery aan i 

St. Ambrose || “This is the bread of life; he that eateth 
life cannot die; for how should he die whose food is life 2” 

St. ‘Austin aay the same: « When Christ is eaten, life is 
eaten,— When he is eaten, he refreshes.” 


* De Defect. Missee, sec. 10. n. 5. ante Missal. Roman. Si post conse- 


extrabat eam et lavet cum vino, finitd , et combustio ac 
Iotio hujusmodi in Sacrarium Si autem non fuerit nausea, 
nee ullum timeat, sumat cum sanguine. 


Appareant, reverenter sumantur, nisi nausea fiat ; tune enim species con- 
secratw cauté separentur, et in aliquo loco sacro reponantur, donet cor- 
rumpantur, &c. 

+ In Oseam, c. 8.—Cujus caro cibus credentium est. 

§ In Genes. c.$1.—Caro ejus gui eat eten Sanctorum, Quam si quis 
mandueaverit, non morietur in sternum. [p. 304. Colon. Agr. 1617.] 
ll In Psal. 118. Serm. 18, Hic est panis vite: qui manduest vitam 
eH Medica’ genes eb sorctur; Yeah tdbus’ vita at [val 1. 
p- 1203. Par. 1686.) 

T Serm, de Verb. Evangel. apud Bedam in 1 Cor. 10. Quando Christus 

, vita mandueatur—quando manducatur, reficit, 


H 
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reap Rs apr eict Seen 
father, do eat with him.—So,” s the true 
Lord, himself ereted all, and no hte sd unthank- 
fal; but the children whe 


te 
iz 


men: see iti Eels enabany, ral spirit, they neither eat 
the flesh of Jesus, nor drink his blood icoeteenis ct which he 
ene tat eae ay tea sand /crinketh- ny blood, hath 
eternal life. 


St. Austin also say + “Of that bread, and from our Lord’s 
own hand, both Ji RR ae 
But then he makes the distinction hi ft that Judas 


Father says, that he ate the bread and no Lord. 

Neither is St. Austin singular in this phrase of the “bread 
of the Lord,” (o signify the real substance of that clement that 
is eaten in the sacrament, and not the proper body of Christ. 

For so St. Jerome uses it,§ when he speaks of corn, of 
which the “ bread of the Lord is made.” 

It is also observable, that as the Council of Trent (as 
we heard before) makes eating Christ sacramentally and really 
to be the same, and spiritual eating to be of another sort, not 
Saal, sk aa NaMRARAC ins Gal iniapiiity on the quite 

the Fathers distinguish the sacramental cating orn 
ieee xSakitatas Gelpotorealsaal teal eating to tothe 


* Inc. 66. Esai. Dum non sunt sancti corpore et spirita, nec come- 
dunt carnem Jesu, neque hibunt sanguinem ejus, de quo ipse loquitur ; 
ei eumedit carne, moam. et bit sanguinem meum, habet vitam wter- 


t 3 
Pebees el eonise Dents yl eee le pone: 

§ In Jerem, c, 31, Confluent ad bona Domini super frumento, de quo 
conficitur Panis Domini. [ut supra, vol, 4. p. 1063.. 
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sentences: “He receives the food of life, and drinks the cup 
of eternity, who abides in Christ, and in whom Christ inhabits. 
For he that di: with Christ, neither eats his flesh nor 
drinks his blood; althongh he takes indifferently every day 


my ahs and drinketh my blood, dwel in me, and I in 
him. The sign that he eateth and drinketh is this, if he 
abides in Christ and Christ in him, if he dwells in him and 
is inhabited by him, if he cleaves to him so as not to be for- 
saken by him.” 

And he concludes with this exhortation :¢ “Let all that 
has been said, Beloved, prevail thus far with us, that we may 
not eat Christ’s flesh and blood in sacrament (or sign) only, 
but may eat and drink as far as to the participation of the 
Spirit, that we =a remain as members in our Lord’s body, 


that we may be enlivened by his Spirit,” &e. 
* Lib. Sentent. ex August: sententia (mihi) 341. vel 339. Escam vite 
acecipit et poculam bibit, qui in Christo manet, et cujus 


ej 
manducat, nec sanguinem bibit; etiamsi tante rei Sacramentum ad judi- 
cium oa presumptionis quotidie indifferenter accipiat. [p. 956. Par. 
Wil. 

+ Tract. 27, in Joan, in initio. Exposuit (Christus) modum attribu- 
tionis hujus et doni sui, quomodo daret carnem suam manducare, dicens, 
Qui manducat carnem meam, et bibit sanguinem meum, in me manet et 

in illo. aaa yh oH mene et mares, 

Nee itatur, si heeret ut non deseratur. 

rope finem. Hoc ergo totum ad hoc nobis valeat, dil i 
bent te sihis ORE oi cose rae pad 
tne fod et mull mali; sed ‘usque ad Spiritus participationem manducemus et 
Dibamus, ut in Denna corpore fanquam membra maneamus, et jus 
spiritu yegetemur, &c. 


as Be a Bae 
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Poe hl (Cee Hee en Ss Lavrnted eis 

former) Tahall getentshapreetietes Che seomsd’ Canon che 

of Antioch,+ which says: “That they which enter 

into the Church of Ga sear the holy Series, ni do 

not communicate in prayers with the 
from receiving the eucharist through any 

hee ak of GCE aS chen eee cal 


it,” &e, 
"Which he ame in sen with that Cann. whih very 
ancient (though not Ay as it pretends) : “That all the 
faithful that enter, the Scriptures, and do not continue 
at prayer, and also at the heal communion, are to be separated, 
as those that bring disorder into the Church.” 

St. Chrysostom discharges a great deal of zeal as well as 
eloquence against those persons that were present at the 
peak and did not communicate:§ ‘In vain,” he tells 
them, * does the priest stand at the altar when none partici- 
pate; in vain is daily sacrifice.”—He minds them, that 
Ths eeyecdtaipsldiindess dist «those that were in penitence 
Gor ole should depart: but thou,” says he, “art not 

number, but of those that may participate (i.e. not 
sere sayin he ag toa 
«That the king at the 
suy re mt ask, Why didst thou sit down? But, 
thou enter?” And adds, “ That whosoever 
sent) does not receive the mysteries, stands there too 
pone The rest is well worthy the reading in that 
ly. 


* Hierarch. Eecles. ¢, 3. Mévouse 8 oi rije rav Seiwy broiag eat 
mromeplac Bt ol, Te p, 192. Venct. 1755.] 

Can. 2. Antioch. — Kai dxoorpepoptvove rijy psrédnbev 

ae ekg kard rw draklay, robrove dwoBAjrove yiverSar 

Aba ees 

Apostol. 9. Téyrag rove eiovvrac morovc kal rev 

renter iy tains rapapivovrac kal ry mpoctuyi) eal ry dyig 

onan a, Or dratlay Ipmoctvras rj teehnolp, dpopltcoSae xr. 


a chyue, Hom. 3. in Ep. ad Ephes. Bleij Suata Mecle 
ey sapeerjeaity 19 Suowernpiy, — boo iv peravoig He 
desiiiomy nerigety ‘eal ob gpovride— —ob phy 
aes roi ‘are ‘yeu ad, i otNbu mtg 8) merbxay 
See aaxivruc kat irapdc torndc. [vol p 
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‘nunicates sacramentally alone, are not to be condemned as 
private and unlawful, but to be approved and commended.” 

And not content Meat ea thunder Be ss peas * 
against those that Chrysostom lool himself), 
that “such names ee unlawful and to be abrogated.” 

At these masses the novices and catechumens may be pre- 
sent, and no deacon criés out to them to withdraw ; for the 
indeed and 
penitents t] 
so much as seeing ee eat Chureh ; inthis 
Church, the oftener they come for this purpose, the more wel- 
come ; and by direction, when public penance has been enjoined, 
the holy altar has been the chosen before which to per- 
form it; as their Annalst tell us, of one Sangunus, a noted 
courtier in Japan, sheep earnation of a crime, came and 
fell down at the altar, in the church of the royal city, and there 
before the pele sacrament, clawed his back with scourges so 
long. as one of OE UNS ON Ta Ea hata ca 

‘hese practices, though so contrary to one another, are yet 

enough, and well suited to the principles of each 

Church ; but at thew, it is plain, their principles and opinions 

concerning the sacrament, were widely di it; and that such 

things were never practised of old, was not because Christians 
then wanted their devotion, but their faith. 

2. Instance —A second practice of the Christian Ceaeh et of 
old was, the communion in both kinds; the 
Paes bread ; the Rigi ion, bya bealit the Rema 
Church (in the Couneil of Constance and Trent) abolished. 

That the ancient practice was to deliver it in both kinds, has 
been often by learned men on our side, and particularly 
by an salma ctieGtiryocaghinat\ cher Bishop of Meatit 
upon this subject; and has been also acknowledged by the 
learned men of the Roman communion, such as Cassander, 
Wicelius, Petavius, &c. Which makes it needless to insist 
further upon the proof of it. 

We are sure it continued thus even to the age when tran- 
‘substantiation was established by the Lateran Council, since we 


* Ibid. Can, 8, Si quis dixerit Missas, in quibus solus sacerdos Sacra- 
eee anacsha aee biae sirens anathema sit. 
. 856, 


£ Digoune offic Comma Bishop 
in one Kind, in Answer to the 
‘of Meaux’s Treatise. 
VOL. IX. R 
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also ats that drops o! Hong sis 
Seen teenie dae ceatoeream: an 
yet eyen this would not , nor any thing else be a suffi- 


the wholly of it. Yet this way is still 
by the mself (and I think he has the sole privilege to 
do it), whoin that which is called the Missa Papalis, when he 
himself celebrates and communicates, he sucks part of the 


blood a golden quill.t 
jee oes ait thus communicate, for their 
book of Sacred ies acquaints us,§ “that when he cele- 


® Epist. 3. ad Bohem. Non parva altercatio in principio mutationis 
‘llius a alas talveealiy"Bocleea, quia ith toniport oongruchel, 
populum cum intincto pane communicare permisit. 
Se eee tate wore vo . 
pontifex Corpus Christi sumpserit, Episcopus Cardinalis por- 
Seg Seer a pe Fant alee ane Dee i an 
‘Sacrarum Cerimon, lib. 2, cap. de 
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brates personally on the night of the nativity of our Lord, that 
all things are observed that are described in the Papal Mass, 
except that he communicates at the altar alone, and not in his 
eminent and high seat, and does not suck the blood with a 
quill, but takes it after the common manner.” 

But now, after all, what account can we give of the ancient 
Fathers? They apprehended it necessary to receive in both 
kinds in all their public communions, and so they practised. 
Must we not then accuse them, either of great dulness, or 
indevotion? Either that they wanted sagacity, in not appre- 
hending the imminent danger they in their way e the 
blood of Christ to; or that they were guilty of a strange care- 
lessness and indifferency, in not preventing it by any of those 
methods which the Roman Church hath found out to do it! 
Truly, for my part, I am inclined to have as great, if not a 

ter opinion of them, in both respects (especially for their 
evotion), than I can have of the Roman Church; and I am 
the more persuaded hereto, because the Apostles themselves 
must come in to the side of the ancient Church, their practice 
being the same : not to insist upon the deference that ought 
to be paid to that Holy Spirit that we are sure acted them; 
who if there had been any such real danger of profanation, 
by receiving in both kinds, or ever was likely to be any such, 
would not have: failed to have given directions to them how 
they should avoid it ; and we cannot think the Apostles would 
not have set down those directions to us in some of their 
writings. But they have not done it; no, not the zealous St. 
Paul, who yet says so much to the careless Corinthians about 
this argument, and tells them, that they ‘‘ came together, not 
for the better, but the worse ;” charges them with unworthy 
receiving, and being thereby “ guilty of the body and blood of 
the Lord’ (1 Cor. xi.), and that “for this cause many were 
weak and sick among them,” and were “ judged of the Lord” 
for their profanations, &c. But this is none of the charges 
against them, nor does he directthem to any of the wise methods 
of the Roman Church for preventing this danger ; though he 
says, what he received of the Lord he delivered to them. 

There is nothing then remains, but that we assign the true 
cause of this different practice ; which can be none other but 
the Roman Church’s innovating in their faith about the sacra- 
ment, and altering so their opinions about the body and blood 
of Christ in the eucharist, that they require a different conduct 
for their devotion ; so that neither the practice of the primitive 
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Fathers, nor the rules of the Apostles, will suit and agree with 
their persuasions and apprehensions. But now the a 
the ancient Church in this matter was such, as neither 
nor ean admit of any alteration like what the Church of Rome 
has made in communicating the in one kind. For, 
as I have before proved, ‘dieploo scoot ‘sacrament, not as 
an actual exhibition and presentation of the natural and glori- 
fied body of our Saviour, ichich\ thoy believed:to bs sbseut ad 
contained in the heavens, but as a representation of his crucified 
body, where his blood was separated from his body, and poured 
out of his veins; and that not only the elements, but the 
sacramental actions of breaking the bread, and pouring out the 
wine, and our eating and drinking, were. astituted tosh to shew forth 
this painful death of our Lord, and the shedding of his most 
py the presage af Ma plored body there (as tho Ro 

ie 0 ‘as the Roman 
(licech balienee) CiSeenanh bedones cates es nor no 
to be made of that, nor no separation of blood, as out the 
body. But all can be done in the representative body 
Christ, which is the eucharist, all the ends of the aerrihas 
races: fully effected, and the sacrifice on the cross, in 
c perp ir a ale aa and to our minds, 
and before us; and by the effects of this upon our 
ia i i‘ of the elements, through the powerful 
grace it, we may be prepared to receive all 
ernest sn en igor tt bi 

ing to uasions, it 1s can be no 
abatement of commnietingin the cup ; NBsenie: without that, 
there is no representation of a crucified body ; for the distinct 

A GS Teena eee et el ep mety and 
received in the other species) is that which alone shews (as I 
said before) the separation that was then made of his body 
and blood. 

3, Instance.—Another practice of the Roman Church dif- 
fering from the ancient, is, the elevation of the eucharist, that 
set AY nt taeeiaciorei For thus the Missal* directs : 

when the priest comes to the words of consecration, 
and has said, This is my body ; then holding the host (as he is 


* Ritus celebr. Missam, cap. 8. Dicit, Hoc est enim Corpus mem, 
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to represent Christ lifted up upon the cross, and his death upon 
it, and the resurrection itself. 

Another reason they give is, by the shewing of this food of 
the saints to invite and call them to partake of it. Which 


still fully 

oeeeces "3 eee 
to receive it reo Bla jninans 

Behold the bread of aioe Bee. the ae 


d ileed of Christ, i aaa is d 
ant 1s st an 
concerned in. the es 


carrying the sacrament in processions, 
Sci See 
alte decking and adorning the places of its residence, 
pn eee which was 
the ancient Church designed, that they might 
of it; and when this was not designed, their 

Micieadire ieee may 
4. Instance.-—Another practice of the Roman Church dif- 
frei strom tOAbot sapien Ooh Chat now dhe com 


Pi ca rin and 


Pai qeceaniesy f that, but otherwise they are useless, 
* In Expos. Lit Bibl. Pat. Gr. Lat. tom. 2. ‘0 d2 
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For now since Christ’s body is believed to lie hid under the 
species of bread and wine, that is thought too sacred to be 
touched by the hands of any but the priests. We may there- 
fore conclude fairly, that if the Fathers had not this care to 
forbid this touching by the people’s hands, they had not this 
faith of the Roman Church, that the natural body of Christ is 
in the eucharist ; since if this had been their opinion, in all 
probability their practice would have been the same, since that 
they had an equal concern for their Saviour’s honour cannot 
well be doubted of. 

Now that they gave the sacrament into the people’s hands 
for the space of eight hundred years or more, is clear by their 
testimonies. Of which I will mention only three or four out 
of an hundred that might be given. 

Clemens of Alexandria says,* ‘‘ that when the priests have 
divided the eucharist they permit every one of the people to 
take a portion of. it.” 

Tertulliant reproaches the Christian statuaries, “that they 
reached those hands to the Lord’s body, which had made 
bodies for devils.”’ 

St. Ambrose’sf{ story is a known one, how he repelled Theo- 
dosius from the holy table after the slaughter he had made at 
Thessalonica, with these words: ‘“‘ How wilt thou extend thy 
hands, yet dropping with the blood of an unjust slaughter ? 
How with those hands wilt thou receive the Lord’s most holy 
body ?”” 

, He that will consult Cyril of Jerusalem’s fifth Mystagogical 
Catechism, will find him there directing the communicant how 
to order his hands and fingers in taking the sacrament into 
them, which a Roman master of the ceremonies would not 
have said a word about, being only concerned about the mouth. 
- That this manner of receiving was used in the ninth century 
appears by the capitulary of Carolus Mag.,§ who ordered, 
‘‘ that all that received the eucharist (acceperint, that is, into 
their hands), and did not take it (sumpserint, that is, into 


* Stromat. lib. 1. “Exacroy rov aod AaBeivy ry poipay ézcrpé- 
nwovot. [p. 318. Venet. 1757.] 

+ Lib. de Idol. cap. 7.—Eas manus admovere Corpori Domini, que 
Deemoniis corpora conferunt. 

¢ Apud Theodoret. Hist. Ecclesiast. lib. 5. c. 19.—II@¢ dé road- 
raic UTodsey yEpot Tov deomwdrov Tb Tavayoy owpa; [vol. 3. p. 1046. 
Hal.1771.) 

§ Capit. Car. M. lib. 7. Placuit ut omnes qui Sacram acceperint 
Eucharistiam, et non sumpserint, ut sacrilegi repellantur. Oy 
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their mouths), should be back as sacrilegious persons.” 
If they had received it by their mouths only, this distinction 
could not have been made. 

5. Instance.—Another practice, very unagreeable with the 
belief of transubstantiation, is this: that the ancient Church 
was not afraid to administer the eucharistical wine in glass 
vessels and eups; though now it would be a great crime in the 
Church of Rome to do so. 

For that ancient practice I might that of Tertullian,* 

na cites 
tions the picture of the sl the lost s! on 
his back, drawn on the chalices, which might be seen by all, 


been in use from the times of the Apostles.” And says a 
great deal more than I have mentioned to confirm it. 
And that this custom continued long in the Church may be 


says was held in the days of Charles the Great. I have 
nothing to do with the commendation he adds of this pro- 
hibition (being concerned only in the matter of fact), sayin, 

* that it was very laudable ;” but I do not think it was so merely 
for his reason (0b periculum quod immineret materia fragili), 
** because of the imminent danger in such brittle matter.” For 
if the custom was as ancient as the Apostles, how came they 
to want that quick sense the Roman Church now has to pre- 
vent that danger? But we may be certain that they, and the 


* Lib. de Pudicit. c. 7, et 10, Procedant ipsw picture calicum vestro- 
rum, si yel in illis perlucebit interpretatio pecudis illius, utrumne Chris- 
+ Cap.10.—At ego ejus Pastoris Scripturas haurio, qui non potest frangi. 
+ et a ‘ad Rustioum, Nihil illo. ditius, qui Corpus Domini cani- 
seociniaass sanguinem portat in vitro. [vol. 1. p. 941. Veron. 1784.] 
jotis ad Martyrol. Rom. in August, 7. A temporibus Apostolorum 
vitreus Calix in usu fuisse videtur. 
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Church after them, that used such glasses, had not the present 
persuasions of this Church about a hidden deity, and the latent 
glorified flesh and blood of Christ in the eucharist, else they 
would have had both the discretion and devotion to have pro- 
vided him a better place of reception. 

Now they have done it in the Canon Law,* enjoining, that 
the cup and patent be, if not of gold, at least of silver (allow- 
ing only pewter in case of great poverty), but ‘in nowise the 
cup must be of brass or copper, the virtue of the wine causing 
a rust that procures vomiting” (which yet one would think the 
blood of Christ, where there is no wine, should not cause), 
‘but over a wooden or a glass cup none may presume to say 
mass.” All is very agreeable to their several persuasions. 

6. Instance.—To this let me add another instance, more dif- 
ficult still to be reconciled with the belief of transubstantiation, 
viz. the mixing the blood of Christ with ink for writing things 
of moment. So I call the consecrated wine, according to the 
usual language of the Fathers, giving it the name of Christ’s 
blood ; but it is not possible to believe that they who thus used 
it thought it to be so, any otherwise than by representation ; 
since you can hardly think of a higher profanation, by an 
mixture, than this, of blending the true blood of Christ wi 
ink, unless I except the case of mixing it with poison for the 
destruction of persons; and thus Pope Victor II. and Pope 
Victor ITI. and Henry VII. emperor, all died by receiving 
poison in the sacrament, as is attested by numerous and credible 
historians. 

Taking it therefore for granted, that nobody will have the 
confidence to assert, that they who thus mixed it with ink did 
believe transubstantiation, I s now set down three remark- 
able instances of a Pope, a General Council, and a King, that 
thus used it. 

The first is of Pope Theodorus, who as Theophanes (whose 
words Baroniust has given us) relates, when Pyrrhus the 
Monothelite departed from Rome and was come to Ravenna, 
and returned like a dog to his vomit; ‘‘and when this was 
found out, P. Theodorus, calling a full congregation of the 
Church, came to the sepulchre of the head of the Apostles, and 


* Can. ut Calix. dist. 1. de Consecrat.—De ere aut aurichaleo non 
fiat Calix, quia ob vini virtutem eruginem parit, que vomitum provocat. 
Nullus autem de ligneo, aut vitreo calice preesumat missam cantare. 
(Corp. Jur. Canon. p. 1157. Colon. Munat. 1670.] 

+t Ad An. D. 648. sec, 14. 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 251 


for the divine cup, of the 
ted into he inky an ify with yon Retna 
Thus be 


the same age, related by Odo Aribert (whose fragment Balu- 

ren + who tells us, “ that ronment Toulouse 

ws ed signed between the and the Count, 
eucharist.” 


7. Instance—The next instance shall be, the different 
practices of the ancient Church and the present Roman, with 
reference to the reservation of the pei re after the com- 
munion was ended, and what they did with the remains not 


which, for method’s sake, I shall refer all to 
acon! 

-—What was not received in the eucharist 
by. the communicants the ancient Church took no care to 
reserve it; but the new Roman Church reserves all publicly 
that is unteceived, and puts little of it to any uses that are 
sacramental. 


I will not say that there was no reservation of the remains, 
after the eucharist was over, of what had been consecrated and 
not received, even before the innovations took place, which 
were introduced by the Roman Church, because there may 


* ‘Apu! Concl. Labbe, tom. 8. pag. 1231. 0% YdG 1g pihare ra 
jwevou, adda i ppodlerrers oc raveidéruw dejeoa 

ratepayers curiipoc rp dluart Barrovrec ry 

rédapov, obrue ikexhoutay , otrwe abrov karcdixagay, kai wdv- 


mg roe Eexfioorsry in’ abroi. 
ee ty 129. 
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perhaps be some instances given of communicating the sick out 
of such remains; and among the Greeks there was also com- 
municating, ex presanctificatis, of what had been consecrated 
before ; but these, I say, were but later customs of the sixth and 
seventh centuries, and both before and after the contrary cus- 
tom did prevail; and where these reservations were they em- 
ployed them to the ends of the sacrament, for to be eaten, and 
not to be adored. 

But as to the most ancient custom of the Church, it is truly 
given by the author of the Commentary upon St. Paul’s 

pistles among St. Jerome's works.* Who on those words of 
St. Paul (1 Cor. xi.), ‘‘ This is not to eat the Lord’s supper,” 
&c. says thus, ‘‘ Meeting in the church they separately made 
their oblations, and after the communion, whatsoever remained 
of the sacrifices there in the church, eating a common supper, 
they consumed them together.” 

But when these common meals ceased, and this way of con- 
sumption with them, the ancient Church had other ways to do 
it. Witness the practice mentioned by Hesychius,+ who ex- 
plaining that place of the law, which required, “that what- 
soever of the flesh and bread remained should be burnt with 
fire ;”’ adds, ‘“‘ which we see also now sensibly done in the 
church: that whatsoever happens to remain (of. the eucharist) 
unconsumed, is burnt.” 

Evagriust mentions another different usage, but with the 
same effect, at Constantinople, where, he says, “ It was an old 
custom, that when a great deal of the holy parts of the im- 
maculate body of Christ our God remained, they sent for some 
youths that went to school, of an unripe age, who eat them up.” 

Nicephorus Callistus says, that this continued so to his 
time, and that he himself had been one of those youths that 
ate up those particles.§ 

Neither was this a practice of the Eastern Church only, but 
also of the Western, as appears by a canon of a synod of Mas- 


* Tom. 9. Edit. Froben. in 1 Cor. 11. In Ecclesia convenientes suas 
separatim offerebant, et post communionem queecunque eis de sacrificiis 
superfuissent, illic in Ecclesia communem coenam comedentes pariter con- 
sumebant. [vol. 11. p. 931. Veron. 1742.] 

+ Lib. 2. in Levit. cap. 8. Quod nunc videmus in Ecclesia sensibiliter 
fieri, ignique tradi queecunque remanere contigerit inconsumpta. 

¢ Histor. lib. 4. c. 36. “ESo¢ mwadatwdv—dér’ dy word te ypjpa rev 
ayiwy pepidwy rov aypdvrov swparog Xpicrot rov Oeov Hpov 
ivatropeivot, waidacg apOdpove--ravra soi. 


§ Lib. 17.- Hist. c. 25. 
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‘con,* a.D, 585, “ Whatsoever relics of the sacrifice shall re- 
main in the repository after mass is ended, on Wednesdays 
and Fridays, the officers shall bring little children to chi 
come paces umaemarnr de receive the said remains 
sprinkled with a little wine.” 

If transubstantiation had been their belief, these had been 
lewd profanations of the Lord’s body. 

The Roman Church therefore ate this belief, have or- 
dered. matters quite otherwise, all is reserved that remeins ; 
the pretence I know is, that they may have the sacrament 
always in readiness to communicate the sick withal; but they 
Tiave heen fed told, that this is altogether needless, when the 
priests with their portable altars, have leave, upon less occa- 
sions, to celebrate mass privately ; and when so many hundred 
masses in the great churches are di Rognsne how easily 
may the sacrament immediately (without being reserved) ae 
conveyed from one of their altars to such sep pet 

But whatsoever is pretended, they intend ether things nore 
suitable to that presence, which they suppose to be 
prev en Ps repare Uy pon the alars for his 

torches burning day aaa night before it ; 
thy ome ti even out of the’ aioe of the assemblies, to 
a 3 for so Cardinal eet among 

e encouragements to make private rayers in temples, gives 
this as one reason, because ondinaaly- in them, ie the 
presence of God, which is everywhere, there is also the yresence 
of Christ our Mediator corporally in the eucharist, witich in- 
creases the hope and trust of him that prays.” 

This is a new way of increasing faith and hope, which the 
ancients were not acquainted with; they waited indeed at the 
altar for that Eaeen the eucharist was administered, and 
one teeeegaiation and setting forth of Christ before 

eyes as crucified, was very proper to increase their faith 
wa op and there in a sacramental sense, while they thus 
in the phrase of Optatus, the “ body and blood of 


* Concil. Matiscon, Can. 6. apud tom. 5. Cone. Labb. p. 982. Quiecun- 
que reliquise Sacrificiorum, post peractam Missam in Sacrario supersede- 
int, quarta et sexta feria innocentes, ab illo cujus interest, ad Ecclesiam 

et indicto eis jejunio easdem reliquins conspersas vino 


‘Cultu Sanct, 1. 3. e. 4. S. Quinta ratio. Siate tn tear: 
nate pater De presenti, qu extublae, et tin presenti 
toris Christi corporaliter in Eucharistia, quee certe auget spem et fiduciam 
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would account if not p Seaton: 
of ia* relates ng old Serapion, 

who, when he lay a dying, sent a young iild of his to 
one of the pi ‘of to give him the sacra- 


ment: who by reason of illness, not being able to ane 
Tap say eho geet but took a little is 

the eucharist, and gave it into the youth’s hand, Hew 
bsp in po: viuline potrmsenpege into his mouth; which 
he did, and immediately upon the swallowing it, the old man 
expired ; ih dow th whether the gentlemen of the Roman 
Chureh will this to be a true communion ; but I believe, 


pepe leg sg 


‘Jccel 

e priest of Alexandria, and the Fathers in China, differ 
very widely in their practice, and you may be sure their per- 
suasions in this matter were as different; the man himself 
indeed, he tells us, found a way to get the ‘communion at last, 
by throwing himself into their house, but it was not till they 


Boch, Hist orks Wad > eee ian 
rignutil exped.apad Sines, 1.5.0. 7.p. 505. Neque 
celebrari poterat, neque ‘pro majestate per vicos deferri: 
solabantur igitur illum socii necessaria peceatorum confessione: 
peniaeeten os Tegitime impeditus minime susciperet, coclestem 
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had made a little procession within doors; till the 
was spread on the floor, and the tapers lighted, nothing could 
be done. 

In a word, to persuade people of the necessity of these 
pomps and solemnities in conveying the sacrament to the sick, 
they produce several miracles,* how, when the priests have 
carried the cucharist through fields without attendance, troops 
of asses and mares have run to supply this defect, and havi 
first fallen down on their knees to worship the deity he carried 
they have accompanied him to the place, waited at the sick 
man’s door till all was over, and then marched back again in 
good order with him; God shewing, by these respects paid to 
it by beasts, what he expected much more from men. 

2. Difference, relates to what was received in the eucharist ; 
wherein we also see a plain disagreement in the u of the 
Primitive, and the present Roman Church. Which is this; 
the ancient Church allowed great liberty privately to reserve 
what had been publicly received in the eucharist : which would 
be now a great crime in the Roman Church; so far from being 
allowed. 

It is undeniable, that anciently this was allowed (whether 
they did well or ill in it is not at all the question, but con- 
cerning the matter of fact). St. Basilt thinks that the custom 
took its rise from times of persecution, when Christians were 
forced to flee into deserts, and live in solitude, having not the 
presence of a priest to communicate them, they had the sacra- 
ment reserved by them, and communicated themselves. But 
he says (even when the reason ceased), this became afterwards 
an inveterate custom. And in Alexandria and t, “the 
laics commonly had the sacrament by them in their own 
houses ;”'f and, he says expressly, this which they so reserved 
per’ éLovoiac araone, “ with all liberty (as his phrase 18), Was & 
particle received from the priest’s hand in the church.” 

So Nazianzen says of his sister Gorgonia:§ ‘ Whatsoever of 
the antitypes of the precious body and blood of Christ her 
hand had treasured up,” &c. 


* See the School of the Eucharist. Title, Asses and Mares, &c. 

+ Epist. 289. 

t Ibid. Kai riv iv Aag redAovyrwy, we ii rd AEioroy, Eye 
covwviay bv rq oixp abrov.—iv ry ixcArAnoig Oo tepede swididoas ry 
pepioa, &c. [vol. 3. p. 267. Par. 1839. ] 

§ Orat. 11. Kai eirov ri roy dvririmwy rod rypliov owparog, % rov 
aiparoc 9 xeip ESnoavproer, &c, [vol. 1. p. 187. Par. 1630.] 
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Which very phrase intimates, that at several times she had 

by Prat made a collection of the Se 
lian supposes it a common practice in his time, 

he says,* “Thy husband will not know what it is thou tastest 

secretly before all other meat,” &c. 

It is true indeed, that in the Councils of Saragosa and 
Toledo in Spain, this was prohibited in the fourth century, 
upon occasion of the Priseilianists, who did receive the com- 
bea eit oy Laaulaaeerte and so en et 
discover ough never took it: against whom learn 
men think those Couns made those canons which anathema- 
tized those that received, but did not take it down, but reserved 
it. However, the foresaid custom still prevailed in other 
places, as might be shewn, if it were needful, as far as the 
eleventh century. As for the present Church this is wholly a 
stranger to them; they will have no remains kept anywhere 
but upon the public altars, where no hand must touch them 
but the priest’s. The Council of Trent} will not allow the 
sanctimoniales, the very nuns in their choirs, or in any places 
within their cloister (intra chorum vel septa monasterii), to 
keep it by them, but only in publica ecelesia, notwithstanding 
any former grants and pri . And a great man,t speaking 
of the former usages, says, ‘If any layman nowshould dare to 
do so, he would be accounted guilty of a crime to be expiated 
by a grievous punishment, as a profane violator of the most 
holy sacrament.” 

But if it be so great a crime with them to reserve it when 
they have received it ; what will they say to the next difference 
I now mention? 

3. Difference.—That among the ancients, what was so pri- 
vately reserved, was put to such uses as the present Roman 
Church must abhor, use they are direct its to the be- 
lief of transubstantiation, and the corporal presence. 

It appears by St. ian (libr. de Lapsis), that the 
‘women in his time to take the eucharist home wit 
them, and dispose of it as they pleased ; and the woman he 
there speaks of, that locked it up in her chest, had not the 


* Lib, 2, ad Uxor. Non sciet maritus quid secreto ante omnem cibum 


&e. 
+ Sess. 25. cap. 10. [Labbe, Coneil. ut supra, vol. 14: p 900.) 
+ Petavius de Ponit. J, 1. ¢. 7. Si quis nunc Laicus simile quid auderet, 
is apud nos censeretur gravi poena expiandi criminis reus, veluti sanctissimi 
Sacramenti profanus temerator. 
VOL, IX. 8 
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body and blood of their Redeemer, recommending every one 
himself to God.”* 

But that which St. Ambrose informs ust of his brother 
Satyrus, was still more bold: “Who being shipwrecked at 
sea, and not yet having been baptized, lest he should die with- 
out the mystery, he begged of some of those that were bay 
tized, to let him have that divine sacrament of the fait 
(the custom then being to have it reserved about them), which 
they granting, he put it up in his handkerehief, which he then 
tied about his n¢ and so threw himself into the sea.” 

Whatsoever conceits Satyrus might have when he borrowed 
it, yet those that bestowed it never think fit (with the 
foresaid belief) to deliver it into the hands of one not yet a 
Lien jaavet tna nape orl arr Ae gd 
I suppose was no corporal (as they call it), to be exposed to 
the dishing of serve, ike a adr or a cork to keep him 

m Z 

But there is a more irreconcileable practice of the ancients 
with the present belief, with which I end this particular 
about reservation of the sacrament. | It is the custom of bury- 
ing the reserved parts of it with their dead bodies. 
author of the life of St. Basilt tells us, “that he kept a par- 
ticle of the eucharist to be buried with him ; and left it so to be 
by his last will.” 

St. Gregory§ tells a strange story of a youth that was a 
monk, who going out of St. Benets monastery without his 
benediction, suddenly was found dead; and being buried, the 
next day was forced out of his grave, and a second time was 
found so after burial: whereupon, says he, “they aerate 
to St. Benet, praying him to bestow his blessing im. 
‘To whom that man of God gave the communion of the Lord’s 


* Dial. 1. 3. c, 36,—Sibimet pacem dedisse, corpus et sanguinem Re- 
ee ee ree [vol. 2. p. 358. 
+ Orat. de obitu fratris. Priusquam perfectioribus eset initiatus 


bus 
myseri, in nanraglo conatitatne he raouns ry i exiret & vita, quos 
esse cognoverat, ab hic Divinum illud fidelium sacramentum 
Jigari fecit in orario, et orarium involvit in collo, atque ita se 
jecit in mare. [p. 193. Par. 1659.] 
+ Vita Basil. c, 6. 'Ti}y 88 (uepida) ipodaker ovvragiivac abrg. | 
§ Dialog. 1. 2. ¢. 24. — Quibus vir Dei manu sua protenus commu- 
nionem Dominici corporis dedit, dicens, Ite atque hoc Dominicum 
super pectus ejus ponite, et sic sepulturm eum tradite. Quod dum 
factum fuisset, susceptum corpus ejus terra tenuit, nec ultra projecit. 
{ut supra, p. 256.) 
82 
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the expiations required for Higence to purge such crimes 
such Listes tebe in any of those cases in the 
‘ancient Church. . 

As to the first of those cases, I have somewhat prevented 
myself, in what I before have shewn, of their devices of intinc- 
tion, sucking the sacraments through pipes; and, which is 
worst of all (out of this abundant caution), denying the people 
the cup. Here therefore I shall mention other cautions, such 
as those which tend to prevent any fragments falling off from 
the bread of the eucharist, that no crumbs may have any dis- 
honour done to them, by being left unregarded, but either may 
be received or reserved. 

‘To this end, they have altered the ancient custom of provid- 
ing common bread, suchas is of ordinary use, for the sacrament, 
and require that it be unleayened, because this is less apt to 
break into crumbs,'and cleaves better together in its parts. 
And though they do not say that there is no sacrament where 
Jeavened bread is used, yet the Missal* affirms, “That he that 
consecrates in this does grievously sin ;” and herein they have 
raised (since the days that transubstantiation was forming into 
a doctrine of faith) and maintained a great controversy with 
the Greek Church, which does not use their azyms, no more 
than the ancient Church did. have also invented, about 
the same time, and still use, those little round wafers (as they 
are commonly called), which is that which they consecrate for 
the bread of the sacrament, and take care hereby to prevent 
breaking into crumbs; for they never break them for dis- 
tribution, but put them whole into the communicants’ mouths ; 
whereas the ancient practice was, to provide one whole loaf of 
substantial bread, and to divide this into parts, and break it for 
to be distributed among them all. But these Aostiole, little 
hosts, are brought to such a tenuity, that they are the next 
door to ss ie ee call species, having scarce any substance, 
and deserve not properly the name of bread, as a learned man} 
has shewn. The very Missal (Loc. citat. n. 7.) supposes, that 
they may easily disappear, and that a wind may carry them 
away, for that is one of the cases it mentions (aut vento, aut 
miraculo, vel ab aliquo animali aecepta). 

It is easy to shew, that all this caution to prevent falling 
crumbs is perfect nonsense, according to their princi 
since the true body of Christ cannot be broken or crumbled 


* De Defectibus, c. 3, n, 3. Conficiens graviter peccat, 
+ Vossius in Thes. Theol. Disp. 19, de S. Coenae Symb. 


‘* Missal. Rom. ritus celebr. Missam, c. 10. secte4. 
pa + Ibid. sect. 5.” § Thi 
See the Rom. Ritual, de S. Eucharist. 
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All Piass is ee iene now he ee 
pen, they neem, matters, to be in a fright- 
yay and strange things are to be done, if possible, to 
make an honourable amends. 

In the last chapter I have given the reader some instances 
of thon range things, wl hee only ad vo cases which 


The first is, “ If a consecrated host, or any part of it, should 
fall to the ground,” the direction ig that it be praca 
ee lace where it fell must be cleansed, and a lit 

scraped away, such dust or scrapings aa beh aan 
repository. If it fell without the corporal 

pee i appam) or any ways upon any linen ie telee 
Reus I as fa must be carefully washed, and that water 
poured out into the holy Tne set 


The second case is, “ any thing of the 
blood is spilt. If it fell upon ah or upon a board, it 
must be licked up with the tng », and the place scraped suf- 

Sieioeaaie mt, and the ashes laid up in 


sire ai upon the altar-stone, the priest 
Leip eter 6 and the place be well washed, and that 
water cast into the repository, e it fell upon the altar-cloths, 
and the drop sunk as far as the second ot ae cloth, those 


cloths must be thrice washed. where ped spore ee the 
cup underneath to receive the water, and water thrown 
into the foresaid place.” And so it directs to such washing 


when it falls upon the corporal alone, or the priest’s gar- 
ments, &e. 

I cannot but here annex also the Constitution which the 
reader may find in the Appendix to the Hi: of the Church 
of Peterborough, p. 344 (being the first of two there set 
down), directing wl at is to be done, when any negligence 
happens about the Lord’s a and blood, and how to expiate 
the crime. 

«* When there is so great about the Lord’s body 
and blood, that it to fall downward, or into any place 
where it cannot be fully perceived whither it fell, and whether 
any of it came to the ground, let the matter be discovered as 
soon as may be to the abbot or prior, who taking some of the 
friars with him, let him come to the place where this has 
happened ; and if the body shall have fallen, or the blood have 


* Missal. Roni. de Defect. Miss, c, 10. sect. 15. 
+ Thid. ¢, 10. sect. 12. 
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been spilt upon stone, or earth, or wood, or mat, or tapestry, 
or such like, let the dust of the earth be gathered, part of that 
stone be scraped, part of that wood, mat, tapestry, or the like, 
be cut away and cast into the holy repository. But if the 
place where it fell cannot be plainly discovered, and yet it 
appear that it fell downwards, in that place, and about the 
place where it is thought chiefly to have fallen, let there be 
the like gathering, scraping, cutting away, and casting into 
’ the holy repository. Then they by whose negligence this has 
happened, in the next chapter shall humbly declare their fault, 
and on their naked bodies receive judgment (judicium nudi 
suscipiant), and penance be enjoined them, either of fasting, or 
whipping, or rehearsing so many psalms, or such like. Which 
persons going back to their places from their punishment (de 
judicio), all the priests then present shall rise up, and with all 
devotion offer themselves to receive punishment. Then he 
that holds the chapter shall detain seven of them, which he 
pleases to choose, to receive the judgment (of whipping), and 
command the rest to go away. The chapter being ended, all 
prostrating themselves together, shall say seven penitential 
psalms in the monastery, beginning to sing them as they go 
out from the chapter. Then shall follow after the psalms, the 
‘Pater Noster, with these chapters and collects: ‘Let thy 
mercy, O Lord, be upon us. Remember not our iniquities.’ 
‘The Lord be with you. Let us pray.’ ‘Hear, O Lord, our 
prayers, and spare the sins of those that confess themselves to 
thee ; that they whose guilty consciences do accuse them, thy 
merciful pardon may absolve them.’ Or that other collect, 
*O God, whose property is always to have mercy ;’ or such 
other collect for sins. 

“ But if the blood fell upon the corporal, or upon any clean 
cloth, and it be certain whither it fell, tet that part of the cloth 
be washed in some chalice, and the first water it was washed 
in be drunk off by the friars ; the other two washings be cast 
into the repository. The said fault must be discovered in the 
first chapter, but they alone, by whose negligence this has 
happened, shall receive the foresaid discipline, but all the 
friars shall say over in the monastery all the seven psalms, 
with the chapters and collects, as was said before. If that 
day, the short one for the dead shall be read in the chapter, 
let them first sing the words going into the church: after that 
the seven psalms, as aforesaid. But if in any other manner a 
lighter negligence shall happen relating to this sacrament, the 
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friar, by whose fault it happened, shall be punished ‘with a 
lighter revenge, at the discretion of the abbot or se 

. Thus I have given a sufficient specimen o} strange 
caution and fears the Roman Church are under, lest any thing 
should happen, even to the very least particle or drop of the 
sacrament, that is dishonourable: and indeed, their caution is 
very agreeable to their persuasions, as I have before often 
hinted. 


But now if we turn our eyes upon the ancient Church, 
though we cannot question either their devotion or reverent 
behaviour in all acts of religious worship, and particularly in 
this great one ; yet there is not to be found any such scrupulo- 
sities about minute things ; nor such frightful apprehensions 
in the case of unforeseen accidents, nor such expiations as we 
have before heard of. They did not forbear to use the common 
bread (as I said before), though it might be more liable to 
crumble; they took'their share from one common loaf’; 
received the wine without intinction, or sucking it throug] 
pipes, &c. which are all later inventions, since faith was 
innovated concerning the eucharist. 

But because this is only a negative argument, I will there- 
fore add a positive one, to demonstrate that the ancients were 
far from these scrupulosities ; and also that they came into the 
Church with transubstantiation, and not before: vic. the 
practice of communicating infants. It is not my business here 
to prove, that this was the common usage in the Church, from 
the times of St. Cyprian at least, even to later which has 
been done ly by others,* and is acknow! by our 
adversaries, 

Maldonatet the Jesuit owns, that it continued in the Church 
for six hundred years. 

And Cardinal Perront grants, “that the Primitive Church 
gave the eucharist to infants as soon as were baptized :” 
and that Charles the Great, and Lewis the Pious, both testify 
that this custom remained in the West in their age, that is, in 
the ninth century in which lived. But it went down 
lower, even to two after Charles the Great. For that 
epistle of P, Paschal II. (which I mentioned in another chapter), 
given us by Baronius, at the end of his last tome (Ad Ann. 
1118, when that Pope died), wherein he forbids intinetion of the 

* Sce Mr. Chillingworth’s Additional Treatises, in 4to. 
+ Comm. in Joan. 6. 53, poem or 
$ De loc. August. c. 10. 
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pod dla ime pkey ‘and can go no further, for this begat 

rch rap fo ry a ae i and 
vanish, had so many hazards attending it, we hear 
ontiote obitath do thas tn (ialliaeg Ohare: but other 
Churches, that have not made this an article of their faith, 
pic's icagartgr (though they err therein) of com- 
tunicating infants. As the Greek Churches, the Muscovites, 
Armenians, Habassins, Jacobites, &c. concerning which see 
Daillde de Cultib. Latin.1.5.c.4. Thomas a Jesu de Convers. 
gentium, 1. 7.c.5.etc.18, Ludolft Histor. cciad 13.¢. 6. 
sect. 37, 38. Histor. Jacobitarum, Ozon. cap. 9. See also 
Father Simon’s Critical History of Religions, concerning the 
Georgians, cap. 5. p. 67, 71.  estucinne: ig, 10s Coplitites, 
p. 114. des obilens 12, p. 128. 


CHAP. XV. 
THE FIFTEENTH DIFFERENCE. 


The old Prayers in the Canon of the Mass concerning th 
Sacrament, agree not with the present faith of ‘the Roman 
Church: and their new Prayers to the Sacrament have no 
countenance from the Ancient Church. 


Ir is to no purpose to inquire, who was the author of the 
Canon of the Mass, when Wallafridus Strabo* (who lived in 
the middle of the ninth century) tells us, ‘it was a thin i 
him unknown.” Seeing also he adds, “that it had 
enlarged, stoi aes bit chron 40 alae an teak alla 
its age. 

The same also the Abbot Bernot says: “It was not one 
man that composed the canon all of it, but, at several times 
another interposed and added another thi 

And as they added, so also I doubt not but they altered 
many things, as we may that remarkable difference, 
betwixt what the anki of the ithe Book of Sacraments, under the 


* De Reb. Ecclesiast. cap. 22, Quis primus ordinaverit, nobis ignotum 
est. ‘Auctum tamen fuisse, non semel sed swepius ex partibus additis 


+ Beno Ab. Augiens. de Rebus ad Missam spectant. c. 1. Attamen ip- 
sum Canonem non unus solus composuit totum, sed per tempora aliud 
alius interposuit vel adjecit. 


est 


b 


‘cap. 5. 


‘Lib. 4. de Sacram, 
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things to be carried by the hands of thy hol; 1 to th: 
high alr, before thy Mejecy, that as ize ot pe by he 

of the altar, have received the most holy body and 
Piooa a oP thy Son, may be filled with all heavenly ensaieeon 
and grace, by the same Jesus Christ our Lord. 

* ve Vensllen slat, beatoiw'on us sinners—some part and 
society with thy holy Apostles, &c.—into whose society we 
entreat thee to admit us, not weighing our merit, but bestowing 
pardon on us. Through Christ our Lord. 

+ “By whom, O Lord, thou dost always create, sanctify, 
quicken, bless, and bestow on us all these good thin, = 

Immediately after all have communicated, this foll 

an «“ What we have taken with our mouth, O Lord, He we 
receive with a pure heart; and of a temporal gift, may it be 
made to us an eternal remedy.” 

While the priest is washing his thumbs and for over 
the cup, with wine and water, and wiping of them, he is bid 
to say: 

§ {Let thy body, O Lord, which I have taken, and thy 
blood which I have drunk, cleave to my entrails, and grant 
that the stain of my crimes may not remain in me, whom pure 
and holy sacraments have refreshed. Who livest,” &c, 

All these prayers I have cited, the reader must remember, are 
after consecration ; upon which immediately, according to the 
present faith of the Roman Church, the substance of bread 
and wine is destroyed, and nothing but the species and shadows 
of them remain; and now Christ, instead of them, becomes 
present there in his body, and soul, and divinity. This is 
their faith. But it by bile dara to reconcile this to ie 

foregoing prayers. For at beginning of the canon, 
pray, || thet “ God would accept and bless these donations and 


* Nobis quoque peceatoribus—partem aliquam et societatem donare 
digneris cum tuis sanctis Apostolis—intra quorum nos consortium, non 
setimator merit! sed venie, quesumnus,largitor admit, Per Christum 


Die toc a Genie DOE, semper bona creas, sanctificas, vivi- 
ficas, benedicis et privstas nobis. 

+ Quod ore sumpsimus, Domine, pura mente capiamus: et de munere 
Pepe ie ee as pets 

§ Corpus tuum, Domine, quod sumpsi, et sanguis quem potavi, adhe. 

reat visceribus meis: et preesta ut in me non remaneat scelerum mi 
quem pura et sancta refecerunt Sacramenta. Qui vivis, &c. 

{| Supplices rogamus ac petimus uti accepta habeas et benedicas, hie 
dona, hac munera, heec sancta sacrificia illibata, 
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gifts, these holy undefiled sacrifices ;” that is, the oblations of 
bread and wine, which are no more than so, till the words of 
consecration. 

After this (as you heard) they pray, that “this oblation 
may be made to us, the body and blood of thy dear Son 
Jesus Christ.”” Which do not imply a change of substances ; 
for those words (fiat nobis) ‘be made to us,” may very well 
consist with the oblations remaining in substance what they 
were before, only begging the communication of the virtue and 
efficacy of Christ’s passion to themselves. 

And that this is the sense of the canon, appears by those 
words after consecration, when they say, “ We offer to th 
Majesty a pure sacrifice of thy donations and gifts.” Which 
words plainly suppose, that they are in nature what they were, 
God's creatures still, not the appearance and shadow of them 
only. But they call them now the “ bread of eternal life, and 
the cup of salvation ;”’ because, after they are blessed and 
made sacraments, they are not now to be looked upon as bodily 
food, but as the food of our souls, as representing that body of 
Christ, and his passion, which is the bread of eternal life. 

If they had understood nothing to remain now after conse- 
cration, but Christ’s natural body, they would not have called 
this ¢hy gifts, in the plural number, but expressed it in the 
singular, thy gift. Neither can they refer to the remaining 
accidents, because they are no real things, and rather tell us 
what God has taken away (the whole substance of them), than 
what he has given. 

But then what follows, puts it out of all doubt:* “upon 
which (still in the plural) look propitiously.” If it had been, 
‘‘ look upon us propitiously for the sake of Christ,” it had been 
wellenough. Or, to desire of God to look “ upon these things 
propitiously which they offer ;”’ if they mean (as he that made 
the prayer did), that God would accept this oblation of bread 
and wine, as he did of Abel and Melchizedek (which latter 
was indeed bread and wine), this had been very proper. But 
to make that whic we offer to be Christ himself (as they that 
believe transubstantiation must expound it), and to desire God 
to look propitiously and benignly upon him, when there can 
be no fear that he should ever be unacceptable to his Father, 
nor none can be so foolish as to think that Christ stands in 
need of our recommendation to God for acceptance, this sense 


* Supra que propitio ac sereno vultu respicere digneris. 
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Clemens in his Constitutions,* has given us the true sense of 
Jt *¢ We offer ta thee tis brenden tds onps—andd webestech 
thee to look favourably upon these gifts set before thee, O 
God, who standest in need of nothing ; and be well pleased 
with them for the honour of thy Christ,” &e. 

Would it not run finely, to pray that God would be well 
pleased with Christ, for the honour of his Christ? 

But besides the petition, that God would rahe ano 
upon them, it follows in the canon, “that God 
them, as he did the gifts of Abel, and Abraham, and Mel- 
chizedek.” How unagreeable is this (if Christ himself be 
understood here), to make the comparison for acceptance, 
betwixt a lamb and a calf, or bread and wine, and Christ the 
Son of God, with whom he was always highly pleased ! 

But then what follows still entangles matters more in the 
Church of Rome’s sense; the prayer, that God ‘ would com- 
mand these things to be carried by the hands of his holy angel 
to the high altar above.” For how can the body of Christ be 
carried by to heaven, which never left it since his ascen- 
sion, but is always there? Besides the high altar above, in 
the sense of the ancients, is Christ himself. And Remigius of 
Auxerre tells us,+ that St. Gregory’s opinion of the sacrament 
pear is wi itp clcor arm one tet cpa Rec tea he 
to the body of Christ there.” But then in petined ere 
substantiation, what absurd stuff is here to pray, that Christ’s 
body may be joined to his own body? So that there can be 
no sense in the but ours, to understand it of the ele- 
ments offered devoutly, first at this altar below, which by being 
blessed become Christ’s representative body, and obtain ac- 
a ete above through his intercession there. And thus it is 

ly explained by the author of the Constitutions :{ ‘Let us 

through his Christ, for the gift offered to the 

* . 8..c. 12. Ty oo—rov a Tovrov cal rd - 
on ech Percent pee ic bri ethos 
taluire 8a raira indmuby oov 5 dvevdehs Ocde Kat citortoys tx! 
aibroic ele ryshy ‘picrod cov, 

1 De Gelcrst. Minne in BDI. Pa. Ze Bait tom. 6p. 1164. In Calo 

+ Lib. 8. c. 13. in initio. ‘AendGpey rod Oceb dud rod Xpuarod abrov, 
admip rod dépou roo hlpegrcoorete rupiy r@ Org brwe d dyaSde 
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ihe nercaa pana 08 she coRne aes seee RAE OUT? 
them that believe transubstantiation, when it says, ‘‘ Through 
Jesus Christ our Lord, by whom, O Lord, thou dost always 
create, ‘ify, quicken, bless and bestow all these good things 
onus.” If there be no good thing remaining in the eucharist 
besides Christ when these words are said, what sense of truth 
is there in them? Can Christ, or his body, that already exists, 
be created anew, and be always created? Can that be always 


and quickened anew daily, that once being so raised, can 
no more? &e, Biot thas which makes the hairs 
interpretation greater, is, that say, is ii 
eae Christ by Christ_himself ; wit God by Christ did 
create Christ; and by Christ, did bless, and quicken, and 
sanctify Christ ; itt but he that is forsaken of common 
sense can . 

The old interpreters of the canon made other work of it, 


created by are good. He sanctifies those things so 
erated i fee iit when th thing tak were 
simple creature, are made sacraments; he qui them, so 
that they become mysteries of life: he blesses them, because 
he heaps all celestial benediction and grace on them, He 
bestows them on us, by the same Christ sanetifying them with 
Tim hae aivam: to we:a0, bolesaingss sppeet taut hs ba 
Pi o> 

What can be also more plain than the words of the next 
prayer I mentioned: “That what we have taken with our 
mouth, may of a temporal gift be made an eternal remedy ?” 


* In Bibl. Patr, tom. 6. p. 1165. Per Christum Deus Pater hee omnia 
non solum in exordio creavit condendo, sed etiam semper creat praepa- 
rando et reparando: bona, quia omnia & Deo creata_vald® bona: 


fi 
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I believe the ancient Church never i ed, that by the 
Cant redemption bor that they regen 
s redemption ; but that they Tpke so receive the sacred 


mysteries, &e. for the stress upon worthy receiving, 
as this Chureh sabes worshipping. et J 

In an Office of the Venerable Sacrament, printed at Colen, 
1591, they are still more particular. 

* «OQ God, who eats have the glorious mystery of thy 
body and blood to remain with us; grant, we pray thee, that 
we may so worship thy corporal presence on earth, that we 
may be worthy to enjoy the vision of it in heaven. 

“Who livest,”. &c. 

Again thus : 


+ 0 God, who in memory of th ion didst wonder- 
‘ily Ghénesttased and wine into thy body and blood; merei- 
fully grant, that we who believe th: eaaiie resence in the 
venerable sacrament, may be brought to the beholding of the 
sppearanen of thy highness, “Who livest,” &e. 

S. Thome ad Sacram Eucharistiam ; or, a Rithm 
of Thos. Aquinas to the holy Eucharist : 
In Missal. Rom. ad finem Orat. 

Missam. 


Adoro te devote latens Deitas, 1 devoutly adore thee, O latent Deity, 

‘Que sub his figuris vere latitas. Who under these figures truly liest hid. 

Tibi se cor meum totum subjicit, My heart submits itself wholly to thee, 

Quia te contemplans totum de- aoe pear ocrnes ce he, Sy OSE 
ficit. 

Visus, tactus, gustus in te fallitur, ih nd tn a doe ns 

Sed auditu solo tuto creditur. fearing alone a man may 


Nil hoc verbo veritatis verius. Nothing i truce than this word of truths 


Reo ae, yuod petivit Intro poenitens. I ask what the repenting thief desired. 
Plagas siout Thomas, nonintnoor, T do not see, a'Thomes tid, thy wounds, 


T2 
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Deum tamen meum te confiteor. Yet I acknowledge thee to be my God. 

Facme tibi semper magis credere, O make me still more to believe in thee, 

In te spem habere, te diligere. On thee to place my hope, and theeto love. 

O Memoriale Mortis Domini, © thou memorial of my dying Lord, 

Panis vivus, vitam preestans ho- Thou living bread, and giving life to men, 
mini; 

Presta meze menti de te vivere, Grant that my soul on thee may ever live, 


Et te illi semper dulce sapere, And thou to it mayest always sweetly 


&c. 


taste, &c. 


Another sequence of Thos. Aquinas, which begins, Lauds 


Sion Salvatorem : 


In Missal. Rom. in festo Corp. 
Christi. 
Docti Sacris institutis, 
Panem vinum in salutis 
Consecramus hostiam. 
Dogma datur Christianis, 
Quod in carnem transit panis 
Et vinum in sanguinem. 
Quod non capis, quod non vides, 
Animosa firmat fides 


Preeter rerum ordinem. 


Sub diversis speciebus, 
Signis tantum et non rebus 
Latent res eximize. 
Caro cibus, sanguis potus ; 
Manet tamen Christus totus 
Sub utraque specie. 
A sumente non concisus, 
Non confractus, non divisus, 
Integer accipitur. 
Sumit unus, sumunt mille, 
Quantum isti, tantum ille ; 
Nec sumptus consumitur. 
Sumunt boni, sumunt mali ; 
Sorte tamen ineequali 
Vitee vel interitus. 
Mors est malis, vita bonis ; 
Vide paris sumptionis 
Quam sit dispar exitus. 
Fracto demum Sacramento, 
Ne vacilles, sed memento, 
Tantum esse sub fragmento, 
Quantum toto tegitur. 
Nulla rei fit scissura, 
Signi tantum fit fractura ; 
Qua nec status, nec statura 
Signati minuitur, &c. 


The 


Being taught ey holy lessons, we 
consecrate b: and wine for a 
saving host. 


It isa maxim to Christians, that bread 


is changed into flesh, and wine 
into blood. 


What thou dost not comprehend, or 


see, a strong faith confirms it, 

besides the order of nature. 
Precious things lie hid under different 

species, which are signs only, not 


Ings. 
The flesh is meat, and the blood drink, 


yet Christ remams whole unde 
each kind. 
Uncut, unbroken, undivided, he is 
received whole by him that takes 
m. 


When a thousand take him, one takes 


as much as they; nor is he con- 
sumed in taking. 

good and bad both take him, 
but their lot is unequal in life and 
death. 


He is death to the bad, and life to the 


good ; behold an unlike end of s 
like thing. 


Here is no division of the 
Only a breaking of the sign ; 
Whereby neither the state nor ste- 


ture of the thing signified is di- 
minished, &c. 
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Another hymn of the same author, which begins, Pange 
lingua gloriosi : 
Js Srevicrimeelielo Srey Thus translated in the Manual of 


In supreme nocte coense At his last supper made by night, 

Recumbens cum fratribus, He with his brethren takes his seat, 
having kept the ancient rite 

Cibis in ; Using the law's prescribed meat 5 

Cibum duodense His twelve disciples doth invite, 

Se dat suis manibus Hema own Band bhi a 

‘ert caro, verum ‘ord made flesh, to words 

Verbo carnem efit, Such strength, that bread hs lah is ade, 

Fitque sanguis Christi merum, — He wine into his blood converts ; 

Et si sensus deficit ‘And if our sense here fail and fade, 

‘Ad firmandum cor sincerum To satisfy 5 

Sola fides sulficit. Faith only ean the truth persande 

‘Tantum ergo Sacramentum Then to this sacrament so high, 

‘Veneremur cernui : ‘Low rev'rence let us now direct ; 

Et antiquam documentum Olid rites must yield in dignity 

‘Novo ceilat ritui : To this, with such great graces deck’d : 

Prestet fides supplementum And fit wil al those wants supply 

Sensuum defectui, Se ‘Wherein the senses feel defect, &c. 


In another hymn of Thos. Aquinas, which begins, Verbum 
superné prodiens, they pray thus to the sacrament: 
In Breviar. Rom. in festo Corp. 


 salutaris Hostia, o host, that openest heaven’s door, 
Que Coxli pandis ostium : ‘Th’ arms of our foes do us enclose : 
Bella premunt hostilia, ‘Thy strength we need ; O help with speed, 
Da robur, fer auxilium. ‘We humbly thee implore. 


‘There was published at Paris, with the approbation of three 
doctors of the faculty there, a.p. 1669, alitie b book in French, 
called, e pour Adorer le tres Saint Sacrament de 
PAutel : or, Form for the Adoration of the most holy Sacra- 
ment of the Altar : 

“Praised and adored be the most holy sacrament of the 
altar.” 

And then adds : 

‘Whosoever shall say these h words, ‘Praised be the 


aihsbe first five times that he shall say them, after 
is having been confessed. and communicated, he shall deliver 
five of his friends’ souls, whom he pleases, out of sporgatary-* 
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Then follows the Form for honouring the holy Sacrament, 
consisting of two prayers, as follows (which I shall set 
down in Latin and English, because I find them in the 
Hours of Sarum, fol. 66, and in the S. Létante varia, p. 44, 
printed at Colen, 1643. The first of them has this rabric 

ore it in the Hours of Salisbury: ‘Our holy father the 
Pope, Jolm XXII. hath granted to all them that devoutly sy 
this prayer after the elevation of our Lord Jesu Christ, three 
thousand days of pardon for deadly sins”): 


Anima Christi sanctifica me. Soul of Christ, sanctify me. 
Corpus Christi salva me. Body of Christ, save me. 
Sanguis Christi inebria me. Blood of Christ, inebriate me. 
Aqua lateris Christi lava me. Water of Christ’s side, wash me. 
(Hor. Sar. Splendor vultus 
Christi illumina me.) 
Passio Christi conforta me. Passion of Christ, comfort me. 
(Hor. Sar. Saudor vultus Christi 
virtuosissime sana me.) 
© bone Jesu exaudi me. O good Jesus, hear me. 
Intra vulnera tuaabsconde me. Within thy wounds hide me. 
Ne permittas me separariate. Suffer me not to be separated from thee. 
Ab hoste maligno defende me. From the malicious enemy defend me. 
In hora mortis mez voca me, In the hour of my death call me, 
Et jube me venire ad te; And command me to come to thee, 
Ut cum sanctis tuislaudemte That with thy saints I may praise thee, 


In secula seculorum. For evermore. Amen. 
Amen, 
At the elevation of the mass : 
Hor. sec. us. Sar. Ibid. Thus translated in the Manual of Godly 

Ave verum corpus natum All hail, true Body, born of 
De Maria Virgine; The blessed Virgin Mary ; 

Vere passum, immolatum Truly suffered and offered upon the 
In cruce pro homine : ' Cross for mankind : 

Cujus latus perforatum Whose side, pierced with a - 
Unda fluxit sanguine. Yielded water and blood. 

Esto nobis pregustatum Vouchsafe to be received of us 
Mortis in examine. In the hour of death. 

O clemens, O pie, O good, O Jesu, Son of the blessed 
O dulcis Fili Marie. Virgin, have mercy on me. 


After this, the French form adds what follows ; 


‘‘ These two good prayers were found in the sepulchre of our 
Lord Jesus Christ in Jerusalem ; and whosoever ‘carries them 
about him with devotion, and in honour of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, shall be delivered from the devil, and from sudden 
death, and shall not die of an illdeath. He shall be preserved 
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from pestilence, and all infectious diseases. No sorcerer, nor 
sorcery, shall be able to hurt him or her, that has these two 
good prayers about them. The fire from heaven shall not fall 
upon the house where these prayers are rehearsed with devotion, 
A woman with child, saying them devoutly, shall be brought 
to bed, without any danger of her own, or her child’s death. 


Lightnings 


and thunders shall not fall 
these prayers are rehearsed with devotion. 


upon the houses where 
Such a one shall 


not die without confession, and God will give him grace to 


repent of his sins.” 


Now I will add a specimen of Litanies of the Sacrament : 


Litani@ de Sacramento. 
S. Litanie 

varie, p. 30. 

— Panis vivus qui de Coslo 


disti . 
‘Deus absconditus et Salvator God hidden, and my Saviour 
Frumentum electorum Bread-corn of the elect: . 
‘Vinum germinans virgines ‘Wine budding forth virgins . 
Panis pinguis et delicim regum Fat bread, and the delight of 
Juge sacrificium Continual sacrifice 
Oblatio munda Pure oblation 
Agnus absque macula ‘Lamb without spot 
(Manuat adds) Table of propo. 
‘Mensa purissima Most pure table” 
‘Angelorum esca of, 5 S 
Manna absconditum Hidden manna . 3 
Memoria mirabilium Dei, Memorial of God's wonderful i 
Panis supersubstantialis 
Verbum caro factum habitans) & Word mado fesh and dwelling | 2 
innobis in us 2 2 
Hostiasancta « . ees host ¥ 
Calix benedictionis . lice of benediction 
‘Mysterium fidei e ‘Mystery of faith 
et venerabile sacra-| Most high and venerable sacra 
mentum . . ment . . 
5 tsa omnium sanctissi- Sacrifice of all other most holy 
Ver propttarium pro vrs et ‘Truly proptistory forthe quick 
Coclesteantidotum,quoapeccatis ene antidote, whereby we 
preservamur are preserved from sin. 
seipendum supra omnia mi- ec astonish- 
suc Domini psn 18 PARES 
commemoratio our Lord’s death . 


The Litany of the Sacrament in 
the Manual aforesaid. 


280 THE POPISH DOCTRINE CONCERNING THE SACREAMENTS. 


Donum tranecendens omnem) Gift surpassingall fulness . | 
plenitudinem . 
Memoriale preecipuum divini Chief memorial of divine love 
amoris 
Divina affluentia largitatis ° Abundance of divine bounty 
Secrosanctum et augustissimum Holy and most majestical mys- 
mysterium . tery 
Pharmacum immortalitatis . Medicine of immortality . 
Tremendum ac vivificum sacra- Dreadful and life-givmg sacra- 
mentum ment . . ° ° x 
Panis omaipotentia v verbi eae i Bread by the Word’s ommipo-| % 
i Unbl sacrifice 
Meat and guest (Manual omits) 
cull Most sweet banquet, whereat the 3 


Incruentum Sacrificium - »> 
Cibus et conviva 
Dulcissimum convivium, 
assistunt Angeli ministrantes 
Sacramentum pietatis )" 
! 


Vinculum charitatis . Bond of 

Offerens et oblatio . . Offerer and oblation ° 

Spiritualis dulcedo in Proprio Spiritual sweetness tasted in ‘its 
fonte degustata proper fountain ° 

Refectio animarum sanctaram Refection of holy souls ° 

Viaticam in Domino morientium Viaticum of those who die in| 


our Lord ° 
Pignus future glorie,&c. . , Pledge of fature glory, &. 


This is enough to shew into what strains of devotion the 
present Roman Church now runs, since transubstantiation is an 
article of its faith. I deny not that these prayers are very 
natural if that doctrine were true; and I would fain haves 
good reason assigned, why, if this doctrine was believed of old, 
this was not the way of the primitive devotion. If they affirm 
that it was, it lies upon them to produce the evidence. But 
then let me tell them before-hand, that we will not be 
shammed off with a rhetorical prosopopeeia of an author, 
under the name of St. Denis the Areopagite (which has been the 
only thing I have seen alleged, and as often-answered), whose 

authority” neither cannot be considerable to us, who remember 
that he was first produced and shewn to the world by heretics, 
and rejected by the orthodox. 
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CHAP. XVI. 
THE SIXTEENTH DIFFERENCE. 


Our ancient Roman Sawon Church differed from the present 
Roman Church, in the article of Transubstantiation and 
Corporal Presence. 


Tuts is the last difference I shall mention, though not the 
least ; but a very material confirmation of what I have been 
all along proving, that there is no consent of the ancient Church 
with the present Roman Church, in their faith and opinions 
about the eucharist ; when we shall find, that even our own 
old English Church, that had received most of its instructions 
in Christianity from the Roman, and in many other things 
agreed with what it now professes, yet in this widely differed 
from it. 

This plainly argues one of these two things, either that the 
then Toman Church had not the opinions of the present 
Church in these matters, and so did not propagate them to us 
(which cannot be said, when we remember the busy disputes 
about these matters in the ninth century, though they were 
not yet come to a determination) ; or else, that when the 
Roman Church warped, and generally espoused a new doctrine 
which the ancient Fathers were strangers to, we still kept our 
ground, and did not suffer ourselves to be perverted, but held 
to the ancient belief. 

‘This is the truth of our case, as appears by a noble remain 
of an Easter Sermon (about 700 years -in the Saxon 
tongue, among other Catholic Homilies that were to be read 
yearly in the Church. It was produced in the last age in the 
Saxon, with a translation in our English tongue (printed by 
John Day) ; it was since put, with the same translation, by Mr. 
Fox, into his Martyrology,* and has been set forth with a 
Latin translation by the Abr. Whelock, in his Saxon 
edition of Bede’s Teclesiastical History, p. 462, printed at 
Cambridge, 1644, out of which I shall transcribe as much as 
will serve to prove our assertion, softening the harshness of the 
phrases of the last age, and expressing the sense in words more 
easily understood. 


-* Vol. 2, p. 380. last edition. 
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The Easter Sermon begins thus: 

‘**Men beloved, you have been often discoursed to, concert- 
ing our Saviour’s resurrection, how he, after his ion on this 
day, rose powerfully from the dead. Now we shall, by God's 
grace, explain something to you about the holy eucharist, 
which this day we are bound to frequent, and instruct your 
understanding about this mystery, both according to the Old 
and New Testament, that no doubting may disturb you co 
cerning this life-giving banquet.” 

The Sermon goes on with an account of the Jewish pas- 
over, and the application of those things to the eucharis, 
which I omit: 

«‘__* Christ, before his suffering, consecrated bread, and 
distributed it to his disciples, saying thus, Eat this bread, it 
is my body; and Do thisin remembrance of me. Also he con- 
secrated wine in a cup, and said, Drink ye all of this; this is 
my blood which is shed for many for the remission of sins. 
The Apostles did as Christ commanded; they consecrated 
bread and wine for the eucharist. And to his memory also 
afterward every one of their successors, and all Christ’s priests, 
according to Christ’s command, by the Apostolical benediction, 
did consecrate bread and wine in his name.t Now men have 
often disputed, and do it still, how that bread which is pre- 
pared of corn, and is baked by that heat of fire, can be c 
into Christ’s body ; and how that wine which is pressed out of 
many grapes, by any blessing of it, can be changed into our 
Lord’s blood? Now to such men, I answer, that some things 
are spoken of Christ by signification, some others by a known 
thing. Itis a true thing, and known, that Christ was bom 
of a virgin, and voluntarily suffered death, and was buried, 
and this day tose from the dead. He is called bread, ands 
lamb, and a lion, and otherwise, by signification. He is called 
bread, because he is our life, and the life of angels. He is 
called a lamb, for his innocency. A lion, for his strength, 
whereby he overcame the strong devil. Yet notwithstanding, 
according to true nature, Christ is neither bread, nor a lamb, 
nor a lion. Wherefore then is that holy eucharist called 
Christ’s body, or his blood, if it be not truly what it is called? 
Truly the bread and wine, which are consecrated by the mass 
of the pricsts, shew one thing outwardly to men’s senses, and 

nother thing they declare inwardly to believing minds, Out- 


* Pp. 469. + P. 470. 
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wardly, bread and wine are seen both in appearance, and in 
taste; yet they are truly after consecration Christ’s body and 
blood, by a spiritual sacrament. An heathen child is baptized, 
yet he altereth not his outward shape, though he be 

within. He is brought to the font full of sin through Adam’s 
disobedience, but he is washed from all his sins inwardly, 
though he has not changed his outward shape. So also that 
holy font-water, which is called the eee of life, is like 
in nature (in specie) to other waters, and is subject to corrap- 
tion, but the of the Holy Ghost, by the priest's leant 
comes upon iad cuerapeble water; and after that, it can wasl 
both body and soul from all sins, by spiritual power.* We see 
now in this one creature two things : that whereby, i 
to true nature, it is corruptible water, and that whereby, ac- 
erie to the spiritual mystery, it has a saving power. So 
also, if we look upon that holy eucharist according to a cor- 
poreal sense, then we see that it is a creature corruptible and 
changeable ; but if we own a spiritual power there, then we 
understand that life is in it, and that it confers immortality on 
those that taste it by faith. There is a great difference betwixt 
the invisible virtue (and power) of this holy eucharist, and the 
visible appearance of its proper nature. i its nature it is 
corruptible bread, and corruptible wine ; and by the virtue of 
the divine word, it is truly the body and blood of Christ ; yet 
not corporally s0, but spiritually. There is much difference 
betwixt that body which Christ suffered in, and that body 
which is consecrated for the eucharist. The body that Christ 
suffered in was born of the flesh of Mary, with blood and 
bones, with skin and nerves ; animated by a rational spirit in 
human members ; but his spiritual body, which we call the 
eucharist, is collected from many grains of corn, without 
blood and bone, without member or soul; wherefore there is 
nothing in it to be understood corporeally, but all is to be un- 
derstood spiritually. Whatsoever is in that eucharist- which 
restores life to us, this is from spiritual virtue, and from invi- 
sible operation. Therefore that holy eucharist is called a 
sacrament, because one thing is there seen, and another under- 
stood ; that which is there seen has a bodily nature, that 
which we understand in it has a spiritual virtue.+ The body 
of Christ that suffered death and rose from the dead, hence- 
forth dies no more, but is eternal andimpassible. That eucha- 


* P. 471, + P.472, 
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rist is temporary, not cternal ; it is corruptible, and capable of 
division into minute parts; it is chewed with the teeth, and 
sent into the draught ; yet it will be true, that according to 
spiritual virtue it is whole in every part: many receive that 
holy body, yet according to the spiritual mystery, it will be 
whole in every part. Though some receive a lesser part of it, 
et there will not be more virtue in the greater part than in the 
esser, because it will be whole in all men according to the 
invisible virtue. This sacrament is a Ps » and a type; the 
body of Christ isthe truth: we keep this p sacramentally, 
till we come to the truth itself; and then is the pledge at a 
end. It is indeed, as we said before, Christ’s body and his 
blood, but not corporally, but spiritually. Do not di 
how this can be effected, but believe it firmly, that so it is.’ 

IIvre fullow some idle visions, which that credulous age were 
fond of, but are nothing to the purpose, and therefore I omit 
them : 

‘“‘—-Paul the Apostle speaketh of the old Israelites, writing 
thus in his epistle to the faithful :* All our forefathers were 
baptized in the cloud and in the sea; and all ate the same 
spiritual meat, and all drank the same spiritual drink, for they 

rank of that spiritual rock, and that rock was Christ. That 
rock, from whence the water then flowed, was not Christ in 
a corporal sense, but it signified Christ, who declared thus to 
the fhithful, Whosvever thirsteth. let him come to me and 
drink, and from his belly shall flow living water. This he 
said of the Holy Ghost, which they that believed on him, 
should receive. The Apostle Paul said, That the people of 
Israel ate the same spiritual meat, and drank the same spiritual 
drink, because the heavenly food that fed them for fort 
and that water that flowed from the rock, signified Christ's 
body and blood, which are now daily offered in the Church of 
God. It was the same which we offer to-day, not corporally, 
but spiritually. We told you before, that Christ consecrated 
bread and wine for the eucharist before his passion, and said, 
This is my body, and my blood ; he had not yet suffered, and 
yet he changed, by his invisible power, that bread into his 
body, and that wine into his blood; as he did before in the 
wilderness, before he was born man, when he turned the 
heavenly food into his flesh, and that water flowing from the 
rock into his blood.t Many persons ate of the heavenly food 


* Pp. 473. + P. 474. 
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in the desert, and drank of the spiritual drink, and yet, as 
Christ said, are dead. Christ meant not that death which no 
man ean avoid, but he understood eternal death, which several 
‘of that people, for their unbelief, had deserved. Moses and 
Aaron, and several others of. the people that pleased God, ate 
that bere) bread, and did not die that everlasting death, 
died the common death. They saw that the 
eae food was visible and tible 5 laecareherno rte 
that vinble thing spiritually, they “tasted it spirit 
Jesus said, Whoso eateth my flesh, and drinketh my peed 
hath eternal life.! He did not command them to eat that 
nie ts Seer Poeht nor to drink that blood which he 
shed for us; but by that h he meant the holy eucharist, 
which is spiritually his dpa his blood ; and whosoever 
tasteth this, with a believing heart, shall have that eternal life. 
Under the old law, the faithful offered divers sacrifices to God, 
which had a future signification of the body of Christ, which 
he hath offered in sacrifice to his heavenly Father for our sins. 
This eucharist which is now consecrated at God’s altar is a 
commemoration of the body of Christ, which he offered for us, 
and of his blood which he shed for us: as he himself com- 
manded, Do this in remembrance of me. Christ once suffered 
by] fergie but yet his passion by the sacrament of this holy 
renewed at the holy mass. Wherefore the 
yeni ale ey much tt dhe ving and lo 
for the dead, as it hath been often declared, 

Ths est ob th aesoon tng: oa tte liga 
nature, I omit. 

Besides this sermon in public, we have also two other re~ 
mains of Ailfric the abbot, in the Saxon tongue,* which Bede 
the very same sense, and deserve to be inserted as far as tl 
concern this argument of the eucharist, and the change 
in it. 

The first is an epistle to Wulffine, bishop of Shyrburn, in 
which is this passage 

‘tthe enchasit iy asthe body of Christ: corporallyy bu 
Sancs not the body in which he suffered, but that body 
stb his pases, wd tl of th, bred ‘ho Head, 
fore passion, e e 
aoe bodys and again of the wine he blessed, 'This is my 


~ Published at the en of the foresaid Sermon, eictes by John Day. 
Also in the Notes on Bede’s eel. Hist, p. 332, 333, 334, 
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blood, which is shed for many for the remission of sins. Now 
then understand, that the Lord, who was able to change that 
bread betore his passion into his body, and that wine into his 
blood, spiritually ; that the same (Lord) by the hands of the 
priests, daily consecrates bread and wine for his spiritual body, 
and for his spiritual blood.” 

The second, an epistle of Alfric to Wulfstane, arch- 
bishop of York, in which, among other things (against too long 
reserving the eucharist), he says thus: 

““*Christ himself consecrated the eucharist before his 
passion ; he blessed bread, and brake it, saying thus to his 
Apostles, Eat this bread, it is my body ; and again he blessed 
the cup, filled with wine, and spake thus to them, Drink ye 
all of this, it is my blood of the new testament, which is shed 
for many for the remission of sins. Our Lord, who conse 
crated the eucharist before his passion, and said, that bread 
was his body, and wine truly his blood, he also daily conse- 
crates, by the pricsts’ hands, bread for his body, and wine for 
his blood, in a spiritual mystery, as we read in books. [Yet 
notwithstanding that lively bread is not the same body in 
which Christ suffered, nor that holy wine the blood of our 
Saviour (which was shed for us) in bodily thing (or sense, is 
re corporali), but in a spiritual sense (tn ratione spiritual). 
That bread indeed was his body, and also that wine his blood, 
just as that heavenly bread which we call manna (which fed 
God’s people for forty years), vie. was his body, and that clear 
water was his blood that then flowed from the rock in the 
wilderness.] As Paul writes in his epistle, They all ate the 
same spiritual meat, and drank the same spiri drink, &. 
The Apostle that says what you have heard, They all ate, &. 
he does not say, corporally, but spiritually. Christ was not as 
yet born, nor his blood shed; then it was the people of Israel 
did eat that spiritual meat, and drank of that rock ; neither 
was that rock Christ corporeally, though he spake so. The 
sacraments of the old law were the same, and did spiritually 
signify that sacrament (or eucharist) of our Saviour’s body, 
which we now consecrate.” 

This last epistle Alfric wrote first in the Latin tongue to 
Wulfstane, containing, though not word for word, yet the 
whole sense of the English epistle ; and that paragraph of it 
which I have enclosed between two brackets, was looked upon 


* Vid. p. 334. Hist. Eccles. Sax. Lat. Bede. 
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as so disagreeable to the present faith of the Roman Church, 
that some had rased them out of the Worcester book; but 
the same Latin epistle being found in Exeter church, it was 
restored, 

Iwas once about to have added some citations here out of 
Bertram’s book (de corpore et sanguine Domini), out of which 
many passages in the Saxon sermon foregoing were taken. 
But they are so many that I must have transcribed, and the 
book itself is so small, and so well worth the especially 
with the late translation of it into English, and a learned his- 
torical dissertation before it, giving a large account of the 
difference betwixt his opinion and that of transubstantiation 
(printed a.p. 1686), that I shall rather refer the reader to it, 
where he may abundantly satisfy himself. 

Instead of it, I will only add one testimony more out of 
Rabanus, archbishop of Mentz, in an epistle to Heribaldus :* 
which we are beholden to the learned Baluzius for giving it 
us entire (in Appendice ad Reginonem, p. 516), a passage 
having been rased out of the manuscript, out of which it was 
first published. ‘Thus he says: 

+*As for the oct you put, whether the eucharist, after it 
is consumed and sent into the draught as other meats are, does 
return again into its former nature, which it had before it was 
consecrated on the altar ; this question is superfluous, when our 
Saviour himself has said in the avery ee that entereth 
into the mouth, goeth into the bell is cast out into the 
draught. The sacrament of the a Ge and blood is made up 
of things visible and corporeal, but. effects the invisible sanc- 
tification both of body and soul. And what reason is there, 


* Epist. ad Herib. c-33. de Eucharist. 
+ Quod autem interrogastis, utram Eucharistia postquam consumitur 
et in secessum emittitur, more aliorum ciborum, iterum redeat in naturam 
quam habuerat, ant in altari consecraretur, superflua est 
hujusmodi Quiestio, cum ipse Salvator dixerit in Evangelio, Omne quod 
intrat in os, in ventrem vadit, et in secessum emittitur. Sacramentum 
Corporis et Sanguinis ex rebus visibilibus et corporalibus conficitur, sed 
invisibilem tam corporis vpselata toe ae ug bea Que est 


Danial oot de Maria Viegas ueban et quo ipse Dominus passus 
est in Crucey et resurexit de sepulchro, (Idem ease quod sumitur de 
altari) cui errori quantum potuimus, ad ybatem seribentes 
de corpore ipso quid vere credendum sit, aperuimus. 
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that what is digested in the stomach, and sent into the draught, 
should return into its pristine state, seeing none has ever 
asserted that this was done? Some indeed of late, not thinking 
rightly of the sacrament of our Lord’s body and blood, have 
said (which are the very words of Paschasius, whom he 
opposes), that the very body and blood of our Lord which 
was born of the Virgin Mary, and in which our Lord 
suffered on the cross, and rose again out of the grave [is the 
same that is taken from the altar]; which error we have 
opposed as we are able, writing to the Abbot Egilo, and 
declared what ought truly to believed concerning the 
body itself.” 

That which he calls here an crror, is an article now of the 
Romish faith, which some zealous monk meeting withal, and 
not enduring it should be condemned as an error, that the 
same body which was born of the Virgin, &c., is the same that 
we receive at the altar, scraped out those words which I have 
enclosed between the brackets ; and we may securely trust our 
adversaries in this matter, who have skill enough to know what 
assertions make for them, and what against them. 


— eee eee ee - 


CHIAP. XVII. 
THE CONCLUSION. 


That the doctrine of Transubstantiation has ytven a new ocea- 
sion to the enemies of the Christian religion to blaspheme. 
It is so great a stumbling-block to the Jews, that their con- 
version is hopeless, whilst this is believed by them to be the 
common faith of Christians. That though the Church of 
Rome will not hearken to us, yet they may be provoked to 
emulation by the Jews themselves, who have given a better 
account of Christ's words of institution, and more agree- 
able to the Fathers, than this Church has, and raieed 
unanswerable objections against its doctrine. 


Havinc considered, in the foregoing chapters, the sense of 
the ancient Church about matters relating to the eucharist 
and transubstantiation, from their own writings; and found 
that their assertions are inconsistent with the belief of the pre- 
sent Roman Church ; and that their practices are not to be 
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reconciled thereunto: having also made an inquiry into the 

ancient forms of devotion, ing to the eucharist, 

still in this Chureh, and found them to speak a >» whil 

has a sense ing indeed with that of the ancients, but no 

ae all when the doctrine of transubstantiation is supposed, 
ose prayers to be interpreted by it, &e. 

I shall eae a conclusion, shel also of the princi- 
pal enemies of the Christian faith ; which will afford a con- 
vincing evidence, that the Roman doctrine is novel, and a 
stranger to the ancient Christians. 4 

It is sufficiently known, that the adversaries of Christianity 
took all the occasions possible, and whatsoever gave them any 
colour to reproach the faith and worship of Christians, and 
to make their names odious. Nothing that looked strange and. 
absurd in either escaped Bees, taken notice of by such as 
Celsus and Porphyry, Lucian and Julian, among the heathens, 
and such as Trypho among the Jews. curiously examined 
and surveyed what they taught and practised, and whatsoever 
they thought to be foolish and incredible, they, with all their 
wit and cunning, endeavoured to expose it. So they did with 
the doctrines of the Trinity, the eternal generation of the Son of 
God, his incarnation, his crucifixion especially, and our resurree- 
tion. Neither were they less prying into the Christian mysteries 
and worship, which they not be ignorant of, there being 
so many deserters and in those times of persecution, 
who were well acquainted with them ; and by threatenings and 
fear of torment, if there were any things secret, were likely to 
betray them. Not to insist upon this, that the great traducer 
of ‘istians, I mean Julian, was himself once initiated in 
their mysteries, and so could not be ignorant of what any of 
them were; and has in particular laughed at their baptism, 
that Christians should fancy a purgation thereby from great 


crimes. 
‘Yet, after all this, they took no occasion from the eucharist 
to traduce them ; shea 


fullest subject in the world given them, both to turn off all 
the objections of the Christians against themselves, for wor- 
peel Satoelesd i \inaeee ‘ings ; and also, to lay the 
most plausible charge of folly and madness against them, 
which their great orator had pronounced, before Christianity 
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was a religion in the world: ‘‘Can any man be supposed 0 
mad, to believe that to be a God which he eats ?’’ * 

A learned Romanistt affirms of the ancient Christians, that 
“they did testify their eating the flesh, and drinking the blood 
of their Lord God in their discourses of the eucharist.” 
Which is true indeed, taking this eating and drinking in the 
sacramental sense we do; and so their adversaries must needs 
understand their meaning. Otherwise (without a miracle to 
hinder it), what he acknowledges in the same place could 
never be true,f ‘‘ that among so many reproaches of those that 
accused Christians of impiety, for not having altars nor sacti- 
fices, and among so many false brethren that were turncoats, 
yet there were none that made this an accusation against them, 
that they ate the fiesh of their God and Lord, and drank his 

ood.’”’ 

We have this ingenuous confession of Bellarmine himself,§ 
“that we might be accounted truly fools, if without the word 
of God, we believed the true flesh of Christ to be eaten with 
the mouth of our bodies.”” But whether with or without the 
word of God they believed such a corporal eating of Christ's 
flesh, had been all one to the heathens, if they knew that this 
was their belicf, and it would rather have strengthened ther 
reproach, if they knew that they were bound thus to believe. 
But then what he adds is very remarkable,|| that ‘* infidels 
always counted this a most foolish paradox, as appears from 
Averroes and others.” I believe indeed, that they must always 
count this a foolish paradox, which Averroes Christians 
withal, in that known saying of his,{ that he “found no see 


®* Cicero, 1. 3. de Nat. Deorum. Ecquem tam amentem ease putas, qui 
illud quo vescatur, Deum credat esse ? 

+ Rigaltius Notis ad Tertul. lib. 2. c. 5. ad Uxorem. Se id facere in 
Eucharisticis suis testarentur. 

t Ibid. Observandum vero, inter tot probra et convitia accusantmm 
Christianos impietatis, eo quod neque aras haberent neque sacrificarent, 
iuterque tot fratrum perfidorum transfugia, non extitisse qui Christiancs 
criminarentur, quod Dei ac Domini sui carnes ederent, sanguinem po- 
tarent. 

§ De Eucharist. 1.2.c.12. Vere stulti haberi possemus, si absque 
Verbo Dei crederemus veram Christi carnem ore corporali manducari. 

|| Nam id semper infideles stultissimum paradoxum sostimarunt, ut 
notum est de Averroe et aliis. 

q Se Sectam Christiana deteriorem aut ineptiorem nullam _reperire, 
quam qui sequuntur, ii quem colunt Deum dentibus ipsi suis discerpunt 
ac devorant. 
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worse, or more foolish, than the Christians, who tear with 
their teeth, and devour that God whom worship.” But 
why was not this cast always in the teeth of Christians, if this 


was always their professed ? Was Celsus, or Julian, 
or Lucian, less sagacious, or less malicious, than Averroes, that 
not a word of this foolish was ever so much as 


‘Aft tht initeed ‘we can meet with a follower of Mahomet, 
who (as a learned man ives us his words) says thus,* ‘* Those 
words of Christ, He int eateth my flesh, a andl Ss 
blood, he is in me, and I in him, &c. Christians und 4 
Sen eae aL eA ORE ee aE 
than Jews ; for they left Christ when they had him, but 
these eat his flesh, and drink his blood, which, as experience 
testifies, is more sa’ 


fos, aad tnakes bread be te body of thar Godl"t (which 

he means in the sense of transubstantiation, turned 

aves seam pen oostegy aut qrsngpeane ay Cale 
ven comes joun 

words, For this is my body, by the priee obetberigooa te 


* Hottinger in Eucharistia Defensa,'sect. 14. p. 220. Ahmed ben Edris 
Sinan, oi palo paisa tian vooant) super quo pax, 
Qui edit carnem meam et bibit sanguinem, &c. Christiani literaliter intel- 
Beet. Atque sic Christiani atrociores sunt in Christum quam Judi. 

occisum reliquerunt; hi carnem ejus edunt et san- 


Dee hatte experientia, traculentius est. 
peed Albedo Ikkarn, Uib exp. 25 Nam est 


3 


ee a 
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Mihas pola Church dreams of, but) in the Romanists’ 


And though this also may seem, upon many accounts, to be 
as hopeless as the former, yet, for a conclusion, I will try, 
whether, as once the great Apostle thought it a wise method 
(Rom. xi. 14), by the example of the Gentiles, rapam\doat, 
to provoke the Jews to emulation ; so it may not be as_proper 
to propose the example of the Jews themselves to the Roman- 
ists, to provoke their emulation, whom they may see better 
explaining (as blind as are) Christ’s words of institution ; 
and agreeing better with the ancient Church in the matter of 
the eucharist, than themselves ; and raising such arguments 
and objections against the transubstantiating doctrine, as can 
never, to any purpose, be answered. 

The instances of this are very remarkable, in a book called 
Fortalitium Fidei contra Judeos, &c. printed a.p. 1494, but 
written, as the author himself tells us (fol. 61), in the year 
1458, where he gives us the arguments of a Jew agaii 
transubstantiation ; some of which I shall out of him fait ly 
translate. 

The Jew* begins with Christ's words of institution, and 
shews, that they cannot be interpreted otherwise than cares 
tively ae significatively, as the Fathers, we have heard, have 
asserted, 

1. “ Vos Christiani dicitis, &e. Ye Christians say in that 
sacrament (of the eucharist) there is really the body and blood 
of Ce This is amie Bec when: your Christ, 
shewing the bread, sai is is my " 3 signifi- 
catively, and not really 5 peer ah (i ily ieee sign or 
figure of my body. After which way of speaking, Paul said, 
1 Cor. x, the Rock was Christ; that is, a figure of Christ. 
And it appears evidently that this was the intention of your 
Christ, because when he had discoursed about the eating his 
body, and drinking his blood, to lay the offence that rose 
it among the disciples, he says, as it were expounding him- 
self, The words that I have spoken to you are spirit and life ; 
denoting, that what he had said, was to be understood, not 
according to the letter, but according to the spiritual sense. 
And when Christ said, This is my body, holding bread.in his 
hands, he meant, that that bread was ‘his body (in potentia 
propinqua) in a near possibility, viz. after he had eaten it, for 


* Vid. 1. 3. Consid. 6. fol. 130. Impossibil. 10. 


it was done. S 


i 


3 2 BO v 
a fib aries 


‘not how 


fen knew 


, 
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the covenant of old, mi; miracles were wrought ; and those 
not only sensible mii ‘but also public, and aj t to all 


Divine power brightly shining in reverence of the ark of his 


covenant, as in his dividing the waters of Jordan, 
while the people of Israel passed over dry shod, the waters on 
one side like a mountain, and on the other i 


down as far as the Dead Sea, till the priests with the ark went 
over the channel of Jordan, and then Jordan returned to its 
wonted course. But the kings of the Amorites and Canaanites 
sr bo ek te lic a miracle, were so confounded 
with the terror of God, that no spirit remained in them (Josh. 


tables of stone containing the p 
the pot of manna, &c. |. xvi.) and the rod of Aaron that 
flourished in the house of Levi. (Numb. xvii.) If therefore 

the ark (that carried only the foresaid bodies that were inani- 
mate, how saered soever they were), God it in honour 


generally 
such an unintelligible that I shall not tire the 
reader with ait Dear aiall gecaaitten: 

3, *« You Christians do assert, that the true body of Christ 
begins to be on the altar. ‘This seems to be impossible : for a 
thing 


« But ft is manifest, that the true body of Christ wag not 
always on the altar; because the Christians assert, that Christ 
ascended in his body to heaven. It seems also impossible to 


* Ibid, 12, Impossib, fol. 182. 
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that the soul is greater than the body, and yet is contained 
within it; that a great mountain is contained in the little apple 
of the eye ; and the greatest bodies in a little looking-glass, and 

reat virtues in little precious stones, and in the little body of 

ie Pope great authority, &e. 

6, The Jew says,* “ You Christians affirm, that your Christ 
is in like manner on more altars where masses are celebrated. 
This seems to be impossible, because it is impossible for one 
body to exist in more places than one. But it is plain that 
this sacrament is celebrated in more places. Therefore it 
seems impossible that the body of Christ should be truly con- 
tained in this sacrament. Unless perhaps any should say, that 
according to one of it, it is here, and according to another 

elsewhere. But from thence it would again follow, that. 
Py tse celebration of this sacrament the body of Christ is 
divided into parts: when yet the quantity of the body of Christ 
seems not to suffice for the dividing so many particles out of it, 
as there are places in which this sacrament is p tg 

7.+ You Christians say, that after consecration, all the 
accidents of bread and wine are manifestly perceived in this 
sacrament, viz. the colour, taste, smell, figure, quantity, and 
weight. About which you cannot be deceived, because sense 
is not deceived about its proper objects. Now these accidents, 
‘as you assert, cannot be in the body of Christ as in their sub- 
ject.—Nor can they subsist by themselves, seeing the nature 
and essence of an accident is tobe in another thing (7. Metaphys.) 
For accidents, seeing they are forms, cannot be individuated 
but by their subject; and if the subject were taken away, 
would be universal forms. It remains therefore that these 
accidents are in their determinate subjects, viz. in the substance 
of bread and wine, Wherefore there is there the substance of 
bread and wine, and not the substance of Christ’s body ; for 
it Ter impossible that two bodies should be together (in one 
Us 8. yee Jew says,t ‘It is certain, that if that wine in your 
sacrament were taken in great quantity, that it would heat the 
body and intoxicate, as before it was a sacrament; and also, 
that the bread would strengthen and nourish. It seems also, 
that if it be kept long and carelessly, it will corrupt; and it 

* may be eaten of mice; the bread and wine also may be burnt 


* Ibid. 15, Impossib. fol. 135. + Ibid. 16, Impossib. fol. 136. 
¢ Ibid. 17, Impossib. fol, 137. 
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and tumed into vapours; all which cannot agree to the 

of Christ, seeing your faith declares it to be impossible. It 
seems therefore impossible, that the body of Christ should be 
contained substantially in this sacrament.” 

9. The Jew says,* that “ you Christians break that sacre- 
ment into parts ; therefore it is impossible that the body of 
Christ should be there. The consequence is thus proved: 
because, that fraction which does sensibly appear, cannot be 
without a subject. For it seems to be absurd to say, that the 
subject of this fraction is Christ’s body. Therefore it is in- 
possible Christ’s body should be there, but only the substance 
of bread and wine veal ¢ what the J 

There is a great more of w ews againk 
this doctrine in that author ; but this is enough for. the pur 
poses I before mentioned (and so I leave it to the consciences 
of those concerned) to shew, that even the Jews have better 
explained the words whereby Christ instituted this sacrament, 
than the Romanists have, by making it a figure of Christ's 
body, and not the body itself, spoken more agreeably to the 
faith of the ancient Church, that did so; and have eonfuated 
the errors of this Church, by maxims consonant to the sense 
and reason of all mankind. Which God grant they may be 
sensible of who have so manifestly swerved from them all, 
that so their words may never rise up in judgment agains 

em. 


* Ibid. 18. Impossib. fol. 137. 


THE DOCTRINE 


OF THE TRINITY AND TRANSUBSTANTIATION 
COMPARED, 
AS TO SCRIPTURE, REASON, AND TRADITION. 
INA 
NEW DIALOGUE BETWEEN A PROTESTANT AND A PAPIST. 


WHEREIN 

An answer is given to the late proofs of the Antiquity of 
Transubstantiation, in the books called Consensus Veterum, 
and Nubes Testium, Se. 


PART I. 


Pr, [REMEMBER ‘last words at parting were, ‘ Farewell ; 
and God give his Holy Spirit to instruct you.’ Which have 
run much in my mind: for if the Holy Spirit instruct us, what 
need is there of an infallible Church? I hope those were not 
only words of course with you. 

a. No; but I meant that the Holy Spirit should instruct 
you about the authority of the Church. 

Pr, Was this indeed your meaning? Then you would have 
me believe the Church infallible, because the Holy Spirit, which 
is ee will instruct me about it if I seek his directions. 

Pa. Yes. 


Spirit, after mm 
Andif the Holy 
then I am infallibl 


Pa. Ie, at pee nol of a sudden expres- 
sion at parting ; us return to our main business, 
which is to shew, that there is the same \d from Scripture, 
Reason, and Tradition, to believe tiation, as there ig 
to believe the Trinity. And this I affirm again, after reading 
the Answers to the former Dialogue ; and I now come some- 
what better prepeed soe it out. 

Pr, So you bad need. And I hope I shall be able not only 


notable trick of it 
rey ment ea 


which is a 
tell 
but. 


I 
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1. That there is a great difference in our conceptions of 
finite and infinite beings. For whatsoever is infinite, is thereby 
‘owned to be above our comprehension, otherwise it would not 
be infinite. The attributes of God which are essential to him, 
as his wisdom, goodness, and power, must be understood by 
us, so far as to form a true notion of that Being which is 
infinite ; but then the infinity of these attributes is above our 
reach. And so his infinite duration, which we call eternity ; 
his infinite presence, which we call his immensity ; the infinite 
extent of his knowledge, as to future contingencies ; all these 
must be confessed to be mysteries, not above our reason, but 
above our capacity. For we have great reason to own them, 
but we have not faculties to comprehend them. We cannot 
believe a God, unless we hold him to be infinite in all perfec- 
tions ; and if he be infinite, he must be incomprehensible; so 
that religion must be overthrown, if something incomprehensible 
be not allowed. And as to finite beings, so far as they run 
into what we call infinite, they are so far out of our reach ; as 
open te the insuperable difficulties about the infinite divisi- 

lity ity. 

Pol That we have certain notions of some things in the 
visible world; both that they are, and that they have some 
attributes essential to them. We daily converse with things 
visible and corporeal ; and if we do not conceive something 
true and certain in our minds about them, we live in a dream, 
and have only phantasms and illusions about us. If we are 
certain that there are real bodies, and not mere appearances, 
there must be some certain way of conveying such impressions 
to our minds, from whence they may conclude, this is a horse, 
and this a man, and this is flesh, and this blood, and this is 
wood, and this stone ; otherwise all certainty is gone, and we 
must turn mere sceptics. 

3. That in examining the sense of Scripture, we may make 
use of those certain notions of visible things which God and 
nature have planted in us; otherwise we are not dealt with as 
Stn eae And_ therefore — must use ae 
faculties given us, in readi comparing Seri 
tures, and examining the sense er eh by such dena 
which are agreeable to the nature of things. for instance, 
the Scripture frequently attributes eyes and ears and hands to 
the ighty: must we presently believe God to have a 
human because of this? No; we compare these with 
the necessary attributes of God, and from thence see a necessity 
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Pr. What comfort will that be to you, when you are called 
to an account for yourself? But if you stick here it is to no 
purpose to talk any more with you. 

OE Aah eed clea 
should not give over thus ; ially since is dii 
logue tot tee ‘Trinity and yeahs canes, 

‘Pr. If you do, we know the reason of it. But I am resolved 
to push this matter now as far as it will go; and either to 
convince of your mistake, or at least to make you give it 
over wholly. 

Pa, But if I must go on in my parallel, I will proceed in 
my own way. I mentioned three tines, Scripture, Reason, 
and Tradition. And I will begin with Tradition. 

Pr. This is somewhat an uncouth method ; but I must be 
content to follow your conduct. 

Pa. No, Sir, the method is very natural; for in mysteries 
above reason, the safest way is to trust tradition. And none 
can give so good account of that as the Church. 

Pr, Take your own way: but I perceive tradition with 
you is the sense of the present Church; which is as hard to 
conceive, as that a nunc stans should be an eternal succession. 

Pa, As to comparing tradition, I say, that the mystery of 
the Trinity was questioned in the very infancy of the Church, 
and the Arians prevailed much against it in the beginning of 
the fourth age ; but transubstantiation lay juestioned and 
quiet for a long time; and when it came into del there was 
no such opposition as that of Arius, to call in question the 
authority of its tradition; the Church received it unanimously, 
and in sense continued till rash reason attempted to fathom 
the unlimited miracles and mysteries of God. 

Pr. I stand amazed at the boldness of this assertion: but 
I find your present writers are very little versed in antiquity ; 
which makes them offer things concerning the ancient Church, 
especially as to transubstantiation, which those who had been 
modest and learned would have been ashamed of, 

Pa. I hope I may make use of them to justify myself, 
though you slight them, I mean the Consensus Veterum, the 
Nubes Testium, and the single sheet about transubstantiation. 

Pr. Take them all, and as many more as you please, I am 
sure can never prove transubstantiation to have been, and 
the lity not to have been the constant belief of the Primitive 
Church, 

Pa. Let me manage my own argument first. 
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Pr. All the reason in the world. 

Pa. My argument is, that the doctrine of the Trinity met 
with far more opposition than transubstantiation did. 

Pr. Good reason for it, because it was never heard of then. 
You may as well say, the tradition of the circulation of the 
blood lay very quiet, from the days of Hip tes to the time 
of Parisanus. Who was there that opposed thirigs before they 
were thought of? 

Pa. That is your great mistake, for transubstantiation was 
very well known, but they did not happen to speak so much of 
it, because it was not opposed. 

Pr. But how is it possible for you to know it was so well 
known, if they spake not of it ? 

Pa. I did not say they did not speak of it, but not s0 
much, or not half so express ; because it is not customary for 
men to argue unquestionable truths. 

Pr. But still how shall it be known that the Church received 
this doctrine unanimously, if they do not speak expressly of it? 
But since you offer at no proof of your assertion, I will make 
a fair offer to you, and undertake to prove, that the Fathers 
spake expressly against it. 

Pa. How is that? Expressly against it? God forbid. 

Pr. Make of it what you please, and answer what you can: 
I begin with my proofs. 

Pa. Nay, then we are in for all night. I am now full of 
business, and cannot hearken to tedious proofs out of the 
Fathers, which have been canvassed a hundred times. 

Pr. I will be as short as I can; and I promise you not to 
transcribe any that have hitherto written, nor to urge you 
with any spurious writer, or lame citation at second or third 
hand; and J shall produce nothing but what I have read, con- 
sidered, and weighed in the authors themselves. 

Pa. Since it must be so, let me hear your doughty argu- 
ments, which I cannot as well turn against the Trinity ; for 
that is my point. 

Pr. I leave you to try your skill upon them. The first 
shall be from the proofs of the truth of Christ’s incarnation ; 
and I hope this will not hold against the Trinity. And those 
arguments which they brought to prove Christ incarnate, do 
overthrow transubstantiation effectually. So that either we 
must make the Fathers to reason very ill against heretics ; or, 
if their arguments be good, it was impossible they should 
believe transubstantiation. For can you suppose that any 
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can believe it, who should not barely assert, but make the 
force of an argument to lie in this, that the substance of the 
bread doth not remain after consecration? And this I now 
prove, not from any slight inconsiderable authors, but from 
some of the greatest men in the Church in their time. I 
begin with St. Chrysostom, whose epistle to Cresarius is at last 
brought to light by a learned person of the Roman communion ; 
who whe makes uo question of the sincerity of it, and saith, “ the 

Latin translation which only he could find entire, was about 
five hundred years old;” but he hath so confirmed it by the 
Greek fragments of it, quoted by ancient Greek authors, that 
there can be no suspicion left concerning it. 

Pa, What means all this ado before you come to the point ? 

Pr. Because this epistle hath been formerly so confidently 
denied to be St. ieee and such care was lately taken 
to suppress it. 

Pa. But what will you do with it now you have it? 

Pr. J will tell you presently. This epistle was written by 
him for the satisfaction of Cesarius, a monk, who was in danger 
of being seduced by the Apollinarists. 

Pa, What have we to do with the Apollinarists? Do you 
think all hard words are akin, and so the 1 affinity rises between 
Apollinarists and transubstantiation? 

Pr. You shall find. it comes nearer the matter than you 
imagined. For those heretics denied the truth of the ian 
nature of Christ after the union, and said that the properties of 
Kae eae the divine nature; as appears by that 


be ‘And what of all this? Do we slenys the path. of Christ 
human nature? 

Pr. No; but I yy observe the force of his parallel. He 
is proving that each nature in Christ contains its properties 5 
for, saith he,* “as before cmerieon alae ia it bread, bat 
after it, b divine it thro the petlanty 
the pie it isn longer ale bread, but the body ly of our 

although the nature of bread remains in it ; pat doth 


1,8 et hie divin, indpandone (oidpy- 
preteen mere Ep. Big) ot, rund Corporis Natura, 
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Pa. Let us then keep to our Hage But methinks this is 
‘bu aslender appearance yet; St. Chrysostom stands alone 
for all that I see. 

Pr. Have but a little patience, and you shall see more of his 
mind presently. But I must first tell you, that the Eutychians 
afterwards were condemned in the Council of Chalcedon for 
following this doctrine of Apollinaris; and that Council 
defines, area auecenoes of he Prnenstates in Christ 
were not destroyed e union; but ir properties 
were preserved distinct, and concur to one ml saees| 
against these, the other Fathers disputed just as Rt Chrysostom 
had done before against the Apollinarists. 

Theodoret brings the same instance, and he affirms expressly, 
that the nature of the elements is not changed ; that they 
not lose their a nature, but remain in their former 
eaeatanee tm = form, and may be seen and touched as 

efore.+ 

Still this is not to prove any accidental qualities, but the 
very substance of Christ’s body to remain. 

Pa, But was not Theodoret a man of suspected faith in the 
Church? and therefore no great matter can be made of his 

Pr. Yield it then to us; and see if we do not clear Theo- 
doret ; but your own learned men never question him, as to 
this matter (at least), and the ancient Church hath vindicated 
his reputation. And he saith no more than St. Chrysostom 
before him, and others of great esteem after him, 

Pa, Who were they? 

Pr. What say you to a Pope, whom you account head of 
the Church? Pope Gelasius, writing against the same heretics, 
produces the same example, and he expresly saith, “the sub- 
stance of the bread and wine doth not cease,” 


eobaereg sempre oe a oar, wal ab 
to 7d gilast gaa orev Kai dprov xpooayopttaac, 
muy, lavrdy dpmedov bvoudaac, poses y ipupenn Boke op roa 
py apoonyopig reriunrey, od ry gia peraBadwy, riy 
xdpw xy gvaee pooreSyeic. Dial. 1. Ob88 yap perd roy dyaspdy 
Fa puorued obppoda ric oieiac tEisraras gigeuc: wives yp dni rig 
xporipac obciac kai rod axfparoc, kai roi) eidovg, kai dpara tore ai 
dexré, olov xai mpérepov jy. Dial. 
Certé Sacramenta 


Py. = styied beg Foca en Bec |p ad 
res est, ur 
ot tama ones substantia vel nature Pans ot Vinl. ” Golas in 
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Pa. I thought I should find you tripping. Here you put a 
fob-head of the Church upon us. For the author of the single 
shect saith,* this was another Gelasius, as is proved at large 
by Bellarmine. 

Pr. In truth, Iam ashamed of the ignorance of such small 
authors, who will be meddling with things they understand 
not. For this writer, since Bellarraine’s time, hath been 
evidently proved from testimonies of antiquity, such as 
Fulgentius and John II. to have been Pope Gelasius, and 
that by some of the most learned persons of the Roman Con- 
munion, such as Cardinal Du Perron, Petavius, Sirmondaus, 
and others. 

Pa. Wave you any more that talk at this rate? 

Pr, Yes. What think you of a Patriarch of Antioch, who 
useth the same similitude for the same purpose; and he affirms, 
that the sensible substance still continues in the eucharist, 
though it hath divine grace joined with it.f And I pray now 
tell me seriously, did the tradition of transubstantiation lie 
unquestioned and quict all this while? When we have three 
patriarchs, of Constantinople, Rome, and Antioch, exp 
against it; and one of them owned by yourselves to be h 
of the Church ; and held by many to be infallible, especially 
when he teaches the Church ; which he doth, if ever, when he 
declares against heretics. 

Pa. I know not what to say, unless by nature and substance 
they meant qualitics and properties. 

Pr. I have evidently proved that could not be their meaning. 

Pa. But I am told Monsieur Arnaud, in his elaborate 
defence against Claude, goes that way, and he saith,t “the 
Eutychians and Apollinarists did not absolutely deny any sub- 
stance to remain in Christ’s body, but not so as to be endued 
with such properties as ours have.” 

Pr. I grant this is the main of his defence; but I confess, 
Monsieur Arnaud hath not so much authority with me, asa 
General Council which declared the contrary ; viz. “That the 
Eutychians were condemned for not holding two substances 
or natures in Christ after the union.”§ And Domnus Antio- 


* Pag. 20. 

t Otrw cai rapa rey mioTdy apBavéepEvoy copa Xptorodv, cai ric 
alsSnrijc ovolag otk iiorara, cai rig voeritg adtalperoy péver yap 
roc. Ephrem Antioch. ap. Phot. Cod. 229. 

¢ Tom. 3.1. 5.c. 1, 6, 8, 9, 10, 11. 
§ Ap. Facund. 1. 8. c. 5. 
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chenus, who first laid open the polystant: heresy, saith, ** It lay 
in making a mixture and confusion of both natures in Christ, 
and so making the divinity passible :” and to the same purpose 
others. There were some who charged both Apollinaris and 
Entyches with holding, “that Christ brought his body from 
heayen, and that it was not consubstantial with ours ; ve but 
Apollinaris himself, in the fragments preserved by Leontius, 
at only denies it, but pronounces an anathema against those 
that hold it. And Vitalis of Antioch, a great disciple of his, 
in discourse with Epiphanius,+ utterly denied a celestial body 
in Christ. Vincentius Lirinensis saith, “His heresy lay in 
denying two distinct substances in Christ.” St. Augustine saith, 
«He held but one substance after the union ;” so that he must 
deny any substance of a body to remain after the union, which 
he asserted to be wholly swallowed ups and the properties to 
continue: which was another kind of transubstantiation; for 
no more of the substance of Christ’s body was su osed to 
remain after the union, than there is supposed to be in the 
elements after consecration. But in both cases ne ees 
perties and qualities were the same still. And it is obser ables 
that in the Acts of the Councilt of Chaleedon, Eu 
rejected it, “as a calumny cast uj him, that he shoul ee 
that Christ brought a ee from heaven.” But the see 
done rived taking away the substance of the body, 
divinity the sole substance, but wi ‘the 
aa and Toperties of the body. _ And for this they nd 
duced the words of St. John, “The Word was made 
which they urged with the same confidence that you now do, 
“This is my body.”§ And when they were urged with diffi- 
culties, they made the yery same recourse to God’s omnipo- 
teney, and the letter of Scripture, and made the same declama- 
tions against the use of reason that you do ; and withal, they 
would not have the human nature to be annihilated, but to be 
changed into the divine ; just as your authors do about the 
substance of the bread. ‘So that it is hard to imagine a more 
exact parallel to transubstantiation than there is in this doc- 
trine ; and consequently there can be no more evident roa of 
it, than the Fathers making use of the instance of the 
ist, to shew, that ea thea cbtarion ofibreedistoch eisai 


* Ap. Canis. Antiq. Lection. tom. 4. p. 112, gs) 127. 

+ Epiph. Her. 77, “pigeon, Common. Aug. de Hares. c. 55. 
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say, that the body of Christ cannot be in more places than one 
at once, upon the doctrine of St. Thomas; you would 
sently add, with regard to the sacrament, i. e. not in of 
its natural presence, but in a sacramental it may: so, if the 
Fathers had an opinion like yours as to the body of Christ, 
they would have a reserve, or exception, as to the sacrament. 
But it appears by their writings, that they attribute such 
pripertien in general to the body of Christ, as overthrow any 
such presence, without exceptions or limitations. But that is 
afr Fall now prove ean 
1 tl not attril ite circumseript ‘iption to ist’s 
Heelaetrvaeeed so as to exclude the possibility of its being 


ae lett ety eng such, sting vae.sthe. supemacaral 
existence ofa body the manner of a spirit. 

coc fom arma a me ag ge 
now you are turning uj o \ 

"Pe. Since you wil dabbling’ in theseZcontroversies, you 
must not think to escape so easily. I have been not a little 
offended at the insolence of some late pamphlets upon this 
a are eer in 26s02 to clamoiroestuTg Ce atu te 


‘gone. 

Pa. Tam ina little haste at present; I pray come quickly 
to the point. 

Pr. As soon as you please. What think iffa man now 
should bring an argument to prove a matter of faith from hence, 
that Christ’s body could not be in heaven and earth at once; 
would this argument hold good? Yet thus Vigilius Tapsitanus 
argues against those who denied two natures in Christ ; for 
saith he,* “The body of Christ, when it was on earth, was 
not in heaven ; now it is in heaven, it is not upon earth; and 
it is so far from being so, that we him to come from 
heayen in his flesh, we believe to be now present on earth 
by his divinity.” How can this hold, if the body of Christ can 
svt asageiat biget tate oe of Christ's body, 

. He nat ’s body, 
Tallis oc anata. ena 

Pr. The it is not drawn from the manner of the 

presence, but from the nature of a body ; that it could not be 


* Nam quando in terra fuit, non erat ubique in eoelo. Et nunc quia 
in ecelo est, non est ubique in terra, et in tantum non est, ut secundum 
ipsam (carnem) Christum spectemus esse venturum de carlo, quem secun- 

lum verbum nobiscum esse credimus in terra. Cont. Eutych, let. 14, 


312 THE POPIS!! DOCTRINE CONCEENING THE SACRAMENTS. 


in heaven and earth at the same time. And so St. Augustine 
said,* *‘ that Christ was every where present as God ; but con- 
fined to a certain place in heaven, according to the measure of 
his true body.” 

Pa. This is only to disprove the ubiquity of Christ's body ; 
and not his being in several places at the same time. 

Pr. Then you yield it to be repugnant to the natare of a 
body to be every where present. 

Pa. Yes. 

Pr. But what if there be as great a repugnancy from St. 
Augustine’s argument, for a body to be present im _ several 
places at once ! 

Pa. I see no such thing. 

Pr. No? His argument is from the confinement of a true 
body to a certain place. And if it be in many places at once, 
it is as far from being confined as if it took up all places. And 
there are some greater difficulties as to a body’s being distant 
from itself, than in asserting its ubiquity. 

Pa. I perceive you are inclined to be a Lutheran. 

Pr. No such matter. For I think the essential properties 
of a finite and infinite being are incommunicable to each other, 
and I look on ubiquity as one of them. 

Pa. Then the same argument will not hold as to pre 
sence in several places, for this is no infinite perfection. 

Pr. You run from one argument to another. For these are 
two distinct ways of arguing; and the argument from the 
repugnancy of it to the nature of a body doth as well hold 
against ubiquity, as that it is a divine perfection. And St. 
Augustine, in that excellent epistle, doth argue from the essential 
properties and dimensions of bodies, and the difference of the 
presence of a spirit and a body. I pray read and consider 
that epistle, and you will think it impossible St. Augustine 
should believe transubstantiation. 

Pa. St. Augustine was a great disputant, and such are wont, 
while they are eager upon one point, to forget another. But 
St. Augustine elsewhere doth assert the presence of Christ’s 
real body im the sacrament. 

Pr. Then the plain consequence is, that he contradicted 
himself. 

Pa. But he doth not speak of a sacramental presence. 


* Et ubique totum preesentem esse non dubites tanquam Deum—et ip 
loco aliquo cceli propter veri corporis modum. Ad Dardan, 
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Pr, What again? But St, Augustine makes this an essen- 
tial difference between a divine and corporeal presence ;* that 
“the one doth not fill places by its dimensions as the other 
doth ;” so that bodies cannot be in distant places at once. 
‘What think you of this? 


Pa. I pray go on. 

Pr. What think you of the Manichees’ doctrine, who held 
“that Christ was in the sun and moon when he suffered on 
the cross?” Was this possible or not? 

Pa, What would you draw from hence? 

Pr. Nothing more, but that St. Augustine disproved it,+ 
“because his body could not be at the same time in the sun 
and moon, and upon earth.” eK , 

Pa. to the ordi course of nature St. ine’s 
argument holds, home the miraculous power of God. 

Pr. There is a difference between the ordinary course of 
nature, and the unchangeable order of nature. 

Pa. icp acne ares for it is new doctrine to us. 

Pr. That’s strange! Those things are by the ordinary 
course of nature, which cannot be changed but by divine 
ehape but imply no repugnancy for God to alter that course ; 

yut those are by the unchangeable order of nature, which 
cannot be done without overthrowing the very nature of the 
things ; and such things are impossible in themselves, and 
therefore God himself cannot do them. 

Pa, It seems then you set bounds to God’s omnipotency. 

Pr. Doth not the Scripture say, there are some things 
impossible for God to do? 

Pa. Yes; such as are repugnant to his own perfections ; as 
“it is impossible for God to lie.” a 

Pr. But are there no other things impossible to be done? 
What think you of making the time past not to be past’? 

Pa, That is impossible in itself, 

Pr. But is it not impossible for the same body to be in two 
different times? 

Pa. Yes. 

Pr. Why not then in two or more different places ; since a 
body is as certainly confined, as to place, as it is to time? 


* Non enim corpora sunt, quorum amplior sit in tribus quam in 
‘singulis magnitudo, nec loca suis molibus tenent, ut distantibus spatiis 
simul esse non possint. Ad Dardan. 

+ Secundum prasentiam vero corporalem simul et in sole et in luna et 
im eruce esse non poset. C. Faust. |. 20, ¢. 11. 
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them ; or else it cannot be after the manner of a spirit, as you 
payer tt cagaino nad 

Pa. ew it inconsistent with 
the tO a body tobe mace 

Pr, He saith, * that all bodies, how gross or subtile soever 
they be, can never be all here* (i.e. cannot be indivisibl; 
present after the manner of a spirit), but must be extend 

to their several parts, and whether great or little, 

must take up a space, and so fill the place, that it cannot be 
all in any one fs tinal waar De her aw pracct 
your notion ofa body being present after the manner of a s 

<a ae asi arn erate gf 4 
to be so present, as not to be extended, be whole in 


Pye Bat this St. At saith, “no body can be ;” and 
not only there but elsew! aaa «Take away dimensions 
from bodies, and they are nolonger bodies. And that a greater 
part takes up a greater Capper noigr lent and must be 


Pa. oe of extension in itself, and not with 
to 
aPkaY of extension that in not extended ; for ift be, 
it must have respect to place ; but nothing can be plainer than 
that St. Augustine doth speak with respect to place.t And he 
elsewhere saith, “that every body must have place, and be 
extended in it.” 


* Sive ista crassiora, sive subtiliora, sed tamen corpora, quorum 
nullum potest esse ubique totum, quoniam per innumerabiles partes alind 
alibi habeat necesse est. Et quantumcunque sit corpus, seu quantulum- 

eunque corpuscalum, loci occupet spatium, eundemque locum sic impleat, 
sme jus parte sit totum. Ad Volusian. 

+ Quanquam si hoc demas corporibus, quantum mea opinio est, neque 
sentiri possunt, neque omnino corpora esse recte existimarem. De Quant, 
Anime, c. 4.—Quod per loci spacium aliqua longitudine, latitudine, 
altitudine ita sistitur yel movetur, ut majore sui parte majorem locum 


occupet, et breviore breviorem, minusque sit in parte quam in toto. Ad 
Hieron. Ep. 166, 

$ Non omnino tet ete squad corpus, sive coeleste, sive terrestre, 
steeper, iv boat ‘ uid non minus sit in parte quam in toto, 


neque ullo modo posit in loco hujus partis simul habere aliam 
sed alind hic, aliud alibi habens per queelibet spatia locorum distantia 
et divs, vel otis, ut ita dleam, seat more detnditur, C. Epis. 
Manich. ¢. 1 

Daa cir was ony ee ceiae locale corr est. 63. Quiest. c. 35. 
‘Cotps qoodlibet por loaia sptia porretam eat. 65.\Gnibta:'51. 
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Pa. But he doth not speak this of the sacrament. 

Pr. But he speaks it of all bodies wheresoever present ; and 
he doth not except the sacrament, which he would certainly 
have done, if he had believed as you do concerning it. 

Pa. St. Augustine might have particular opinions in this, as 
he had in other things. 

Pr. So far trom it, that I shall make it appear, that this 
was the general sense of the Fathers. St. Gregory Nazianzen 
saith,* “ That the nature of bodies requires, that they have 
figure and shape, and may be touched, and seen, and circum- 
scribed.” St. Cyril of Alexandria saith, ‘‘ That if God hin- 
self were a body, he must be liable to the properties of. bodies, 
and he must be in a place, as bodies are.” And all those 
Fathers who prove that God cannot be a body, do it from such 
arguments as shew, that they knew nothing of a body’s being 
after the manner of a spirit: for then the force of their argu- 
ments is lost, which are taken from the essential properties of 
a body, such as extension, divisibility, and circumscription. 
But if a body may be without these, then God may be a body 
atter the manner of a spirit; and so the spirituality of the 
divine nature will be taken away. 

Pa. I never heard these arguments before, and must take 
some time to consider. 

Pr, The sooner the better; and I am sure if you do, you 
will repent being a new convert. But I have yet something 
to add to this argument; riz. that those who have stated the 
difference between body and spirit, have made extension, and 
taking up a place, and divisibility, necessary to the very being 
of a body ; and that what is not circumscribed, is incorporeal.t 

Pa. Methinks your arguments run out toa great length ; I 
pray bring them into a less compass. 

Pr. I proceed to a third argument from the Fathers, which 
will not take up much time: and that is, that the Fathers 
knew nothing of the subsistence of accidents without their sub- 
stance, without which, transubstantiation cannot be main- 
tained : and therefore in the Roman schools, the possibility of 
accidents subsisting without their subjects, is defended. But 
on the contrary, Maximus, one of the oldest of the Fathers, 
who lived in the second century, affirmst it to be “of the 
essence of accidents to be in their substance.”’ St. Basil saith,§ 

* Orat. 34. et in Ep. ad Cledon. Dial. 2. de Trin. 


+ Claud. Mamert. de Statu Animw, |. 1. c.5, 17, 18. 1. 3. co 14. 
¢ Apud Euseb. de Prep. Evangel. 1. 7. c. 22. § Basil. Epist. 43., 
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“Nature doth not bear a distinction between body and figure, 
although reason makes one.”” 

Isidore Pelusiota* saith, “That quality cannot be without 
substance.” 

Gre; Nyssen,+ “That fi cannot be without body, 
and that a body cannot be conesived without qualities and 
that if we take away colour, and quantity, and resistance, the 
whole notion of a body is dest .”” “Take away space from 
bodies,” saith St. Augustine,t ‘and they can be no where ; 
and if they can be nowhere, they cannot be: and so he saith, 
“if we take away bodies from their qualities.” And in plain 
terms, “that no qualities, as colours or form, can remain 
without their subject.” 

And that no accidents can be without their subject, is in 
general affirmed by Isidore Hispalensis,§ Boethins, Damascene, 
and others, who give an accountof the philosophy of the ancients. 

Pa. Ali this proceeds upon the old philosophy of accidents : 
what if there be none at all? 

Pr. What then makes the same impression on our senses 
when the substance is gone, as when it was there? Is there a 
perpetual miracle to deceive our senses? But it is impossible 
to maintain transubstantiation, as it is defined in the Church 
of Rome, without accidents: they may hold some other 
doctrine in the place of it, but they cannot hold that. And 
that other doctrine will be as impossible to be understood. 
For if once we suppose the body of Christ to be in the sacra- 
ment, in place of the substance of the bread, which appears to 
our senses to be bread still : then suppose there be no accidents, 
the body of aman must make the same impression on our 
senses, which the substance of bread doth, which is so horrible 
an absurdity, that the philosophy of accidents cannot imply 
any greater than it. So that the new transubstantiators had 
as good return to the old Mumpsimus of accidents. 

‘Pa. Usuppose you have now done with this argument. 

Pr, No: have something farther to say about it, which is, 
that the Fathers do not aay assert, “that accidents cannot 
be without their subject,” but they confute heretics on that 
supposition : which shews their assurance of the truth of it. 


pray, what doth he m 
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believes from Christ's own words, that it is the body of Christ?” 
What is this i¢? Is it the accidents he s of before? 
Are those accidents then the body of Christ? Is it the sub- 
stance of bread? But that is not discerned by the senses, 
he saith ; and if it were, will he say that the substance of bread 
is the body of Christ? If neither of these, then his believing 
it is the body of Christ signifies nothing ; for there can be no 
sense of it. 

Pa. However, he shews, that we who believe transubstantia- 
tion do not renounce our senses, as you commonly reproach 
us ; for we believe all that our senses represent to fees 
only the outward appearance. For, as he well observes, if 
your eyes see the substance of things, they are most extra- 
ordinary ones, and better than ours. For our parts, we eee 
no farther than the colour, or figure, &c. of things, which are 
only accidents, and the entire object of that sense. 

Pr. Is there no difference between the perception of sense, 
and the evidence of sense? We grant, that the perception of 
our senses goes no farther than to the outward accidents; but 
that perception affords such an evidence by which the mind 
doth pass judgment upon the thing represented by the out- 
ward sense, I pray tell me, have you any certainty there is 
such a thing as a material substance in the world? 

Pa, Yes, 

Pr. Whence comes the certainty of the substance, since 

ur senses cannot discover it? Do we live among nothing 

ut accidents? Or can we know nothing beyond them ? 

Pa. I grant we may know in general, that there are such 
things as substances in the world. 

Pr. But can we not know the difference of one substance 
from another, by our senses? As for instance, can we not 
know a man from a horse, or an elephant from a mouse, or a 
piece of bread from a church? Or do we only know there are 
such and such accidents belong to every one of these ; but our 
senses are not so extraordinary to discover the substances 
under thant I pray answer me one question, Did you ever 

Lent 
ay oBiet aston gestuestion is this f Did you not tell me 


Pr. This is none, I assure you. 
Pe, Then Tanne, Think mys ob to keep it. 
ame Then you thought yourself bound to abstain from flesh, 

to eat 5 
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Pa, What of all that ? 

Pr. Was it the substance of flesh you abstained from, or 
only the accidents of it? 

Pa. The substance. 

Pr. And did you know the difference between the substance 
of flesh and fish by your taste ? 

Pa. Yes. 

Pr. Then you have an extraordinary taste, which goes to 
the very substance. 

Pa. But this is off from our business, which was about the 
Fathers, and not our own judgment about the evidence of sense. 

Pr. Tam ready for you upon that argument. And I only 
desire to know whether you think the evidence of sense suffi- 
cient, as to the true body of Christ, where it is supposed to be 
present ? 

Pa. By no means; for then we could not believe it to be 
ptesent, where we cannot perceive it. 

Pr. But the Fathers did assert the evidence of sense to be 
sufficient, as to the true body of Christ; so Irenseus,* Tertul- 
lian,t Epiphanius,t Lilary,§ and St. Augustine.|| I will pro- 
duce their words at length, if you desire them. 

Pa. It will be but lost labour, since we deny not, as Car- 
dinal Bellarmine well saith,” ‘“‘the evidence of sense to bes 
good positive evidence, but not a negative,” ¢. e. that it is a 
body which is handled, and felt, and seen; but not, that it is 
no body which is not. | 

Pr. Very well! and I pray then what becomes of your 
single sheet-man, who so confidently denies sense to be good 
positive evidence as to a real body ; but only as to the outward 
appearance ? 

Pa. You mistake him ; for he saith, ‘‘ We are to believe our 
senses, where they are not indisposed, and no divine revelation 
intervenes ;”? which we believe there doth in this case; and 
therefore, unless the Fathers speak of the sacrament, we have 
no reason to regard their testimonies in this matter. But we 
have stronger evidence against you from the Fathers, for they 
say we are not to rely on the evidence of sense, as to the 
sacrament. So St. Cyril, St. Chrysostom, and St. Ambrose. 


* Tren. 1. 3. 20. 5. 7. 

+t Tertul. de Carne Christi, c.5. Advers. Mare, 1. 4. c. 43. 1.3. c. 8, ll. 
¢ Epiphan. Heer. 42, 64. § Hilar. in Psal. 137. 

|| Aug. c. Faust. 1. 29.c. 2.1. 14.c.10. 83. Quest. c. 14. Serm. 238. 
q De Euch. 1. 1. c. 14. 
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Pr. Tam you offer any thing which deserves to he 
considered. But have you already forgot Bellarmine’s rule, 
that sense may be a good positive evidence, but not a negative, 
i.e. it may discover what is present as a body, but not what is 
not, and cannot be so present, viz. the invisible grace which 
goes along with it; cad ae to this, the Fathers might well say, 
“we arenot to trust our sense.” 

Pa. This is making an interpretation for them. 

Pr. No such matter. It is the proper and genuine sense 
of their words ; as will appear from hence. 

1. They assert the very same, as to the chrism and baptism, 
which they do as to the cucharist.* 

2. That which they say our senses cannot reach, is some- 
thing of a spiritual nature, and nota body. And here the case 
is extremely different from the judgment of sense, as to a ma- 
terial substance. And if you please, I will evidently prove 
from the Fathers, that that wherein they excluded the judg- 
ment of sense in the eucharist, was something wholly spiritual 
and immaterial. 

Pa. No, no, we have been long enough upon the Fathers, 
unless their evidence were more certain one way or other. 
For my part, I believe on the account of divine revelation in 
this matter, “ This is my body ;” here I stick, and the Fathers 
agreed with us herein, that Christ’s words are not to be taken 
in a figurative sense. 

Pr. The contrary hath been so plainly proved in a late ex- 
cellent discourse of Transubstantiation, that I wonder none of 
your party hath yet undertaken to answer it; but they write 
on as ifno such treatise had appeared. I shall therefore wave 
all the proofs that are there produced, till some tolerable answer 
Ld gto f talking 

a. inks you have taken a it lib of i 
about the Sethe ae though they rere all Bee side ; but 
our late authors assure us the contrary ; and I hope I may now 
make use of them, to shew that transubstantiation was the 
faith of the ancient Church. 

Pr. With all my heart, I even long to hear what they can 
say in a matter, I think, so clear on our side. 

‘Pa, Well, Sir, I begin with the Consensus Veterum, written 
yy one that professed himself a minister of the Church of 


* Cyril. Mystag. 3, et 4,5. Catech. 3, Chrysost. in Matt, Hom, 83. 
Ambros. de his qui initiantur, c. 9. 
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declares, “That the same body of Christ, which is in heaven, 
is really, truly, and substantially present in the eucharist 
after consecration, under the species of bread and wine.” And 
the Roman Catechism saith, “It is the very body which was 
born of the Virgin, and sits at the right handof God. 2. That 
the bread'and wine after consecration, lose their proper sub- 
stances, and are changed into the very substance of the body 
of Christ.” And an anathema is iced against those 
are affirm the contrary. Now, if you please, proceed to your 


Pe rie with the ancient Liturgies of St. Peter, St. 
James, and St. Matthew.* isk 

Pr. Are you in earnest ? 

Pa. Why, what is the matter? 

Pr. Do-not you know that these are rejected as supposi- 
titious by your own writers? And avery late and learned 
doctor of the Sorbonne} hath given full and clear evidences 
of it. 

Pa, Suppose they are, yet they may be of antiquity 
enough, to give some competent testimony as to tradition. 

Pr. No such matter ; for he proves St. Peter’s Liturgy to 
be later than the Sacramentary of St. Gi 3 and so can 
pe nothing for the first 600 years; and the Aithiopic 

iturgy, or St. Matthew's, he shews to be very late. That of 
St. James he thinks to have been some time before the five 
General Councils ;§ but by no means to have been St. James's. 

Pa. What think you of the Acts of St. Andrew, and what 
he saith therein, about eating the flesh of Christ |] 

Pr. 1 think he saith nothing to the purpose. But I am 
ashamed to find one, who hath so long been a minister in this 
Church, so extremely ignorant, as to bring these for good 
authorities, which are rejected with scorn by all men of learn- 
ing and ingenuity among you. 

Pa, 1 am afraid you grow 

Pr. I confess ignorance and confidence together, are very 

things; especially, when a man in years pretends to 
ell one on such piefal grounds. bs 

Pa. But he doth produce better authorities. 

Pr. If he doth, they are not to his purpose. 
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Pa. That must be tried ; what say you to Ignatius? I hope 
you allow his Epistles ? 

Pr. I sce no reason to the contrary. But what saith hef 

Pa. He saith, “That some heretics then would not receive 
the cucharist and oblations, because they will not confess the 
eucharist to be the flesh of our Saviour Christ.”’* And this is 
produced by both authors. 

Pr. The persons Ignatius speaks of, were such as denied 
Christ to have any true body, and therefore did forbear the 
eucharist, because it was said to be his body. And in whatever 
sense it were taken, it still supposed that which they denied, 
riz. that he had a true body. For, if it were figuratively 
understood, it was as contrary to their doctrine, as if it were 
literally. For a figure must relate to a real body, as Tertulliant 
argued in this case. And Ignatius in the same epistle, mer- 
tions the trial Christ made of his true body, by the senses of 
his disciples, ‘‘ Take hold of me, and handle me, and see, for I 
am no incorporeal demon; and immediately they touched 
him, and were convinced.” Which happened but a few days 
after Christ had said, ‘‘ This is my body ;? and our Saviour 
gave a rule for judging a true body from an a ce, or 
spiritual substance; ‘‘ A spirit hath not flesh an es, as ye 
see me have.” Therefore it is very improbable that Ignati 
so soon after, should assert that Christ’s true and vert body 
was in the cucharist, where it could be neither seen nor felt ; 
for then he must overthrow the force of his former ent. 
And to what purpose did Christ say, ‘“‘ That a spirit not 
flesh and bones, as they saw him to have ;” if a body of 
Christ might be so much after the manner of a spirit, as 
though it had flesh and bones, yet they could not possibly be 
discerned. But after all, suppose Ignatius doth speak of the 
substance of Christ’s flesh, as present in the eucharist ; yet he 
saith not a word of the changing of the substance of the bread 
into the substance of Chnist’s body ; which was the thing to 
be proved. 

Pa. But Justin Martyr doth speak of the change, and his 
words are produced by all three. And they are thus rendered 
in the single sheet: ‘‘ For we do not receive this as common 
bread, or common drink, but as by the word of God, Jesus 
Christ, our Redeemer being made man, had both flesh and 


* Consens. Veter. p. 30. Nubes Testium, p. 109. 
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blood for our salvation ; so also we are taught, that this food, 
by which our blood and flesh are yin change nour ale Ueinip 
consecrated by the power of the word, is the flesh and bl 

of Jesus Christ incarnate.”* What say you to this? 

Pr. I desire you to consider these things. 1. That Justin 
Martyr doth not say, that the bread and wine are by consecra- 
tion changed into the individual flesh and blood, in which 
Christ was incarnate ; but that, as by the power of the word, 
Christ once had a body in the womb of the Virgin; so by the 

wer of the same word, upon consecration, the and wine 

lo become the flesh and blood of Christ incarnate ; so that he 
must mean a parallel, and not the same individual body, #. e. 
that as the body inthe womb became the body of Christ by 
the power of the Holy Spirit ; so the Holy Spirit, after conse- 
cration, makes the elements to become the flesh and blood of 
Christ, not by an by tical union, Aubiby divine influence, 
as the Chi is the body of Christ. this was the true 
notion of the ancient Church, as to this matter, and the 
expressions in the Greek liturgies, to this day, confirm the 
same. 2. He doth not in the least imply, that the elements 
by this change do lose their substance ; for he mentions the 
nourishment of our bodies by it ; but he affirms, that notwith- 
eanding, their substance remains, yet the Divine Spirit of 
Christ, by its operation, doth make them become his body, 
For we must observe, that he attributes the body in the womb, 
and on the altar, to the same Adyoc, or divine Word. For he 
did not think hypostatical union necessary to make the ele- 
ments become the body of Christ, but a divine e1 was 
sufficient, as the bodies assumed by angels are their bodies, 
though there be no such vital union, as there is between the 
soul and body of a man. 

Pa. 1 go on to Trenzeus, from whom two places are pro- 
duced, one by the Consensus Veterum, where he saith,t “That 
which is bread from the earth, perceiving the call of God, now 
is not common bread, but the eucharist, consisting of two 
things, one earthly, and the other spiritual.” 

Pr. Very srlll Then there is an earthly, as well as a 
spiritual thing in the eucharist, i.e. a bodily substance and 
divine 5 
Pa, No ; he saith, “The earthly is the accidents.” 

Pr. Doth Irenzeus say so? 
Pa. No; but he means so. 
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Pr. There is not a word to that purpose in Irenseus; and 
therefore this is downright prevarication. I grant Irenseus 
doth suppose a change made by divine grace; but not by 
destroying the elements, but by superadding divine grace to 
them ; and so the bread becomes the body of Christ, and the 
wine his blood. 

Pa. The other place in Irenseus* is, where he saith, “that 
as the bread receiving the word of God, is made the eucharist, 
which is the body and blood of Christ, so also our bodies 
being nourished by it, and laid in the earth, and there dissolved, 
will arise at their time,” &c. 

Pr. What do you prove from this place f 

Pa. That the same divine power is seen in making the 
eucharist the body and blood of Christ, which is to be in the 
resurrection of the body. 

Pr. But doth this prove, that the substance of the bread is 
changed into the substance of Christ’s body ? 

Pa. Why not? he 
Pr. I will give you a plain argument against it; for 
saith, “our boies are nourished by the body and blood of 
Christ.” Do you think that Irenseus believed the substance 
of Christ’s body was turned into the substance of our bodies, 
in order to their nourishment? No; he explained himself just 
before in the same place: De calice qu est sanguts ejus, 
nutritur ; et de pane qui est corpus ejus, augetur: so that he 
attributes the nourishment to the bread and wine; and there- 
fore must suppose the substance of them to remain, since it is 
impossible a substantial nourishment should be made by mere 
accidents. And withal, observe, he saith expressly, ‘that the 
bread is the body of Christ ;” which your best writers (such as 
Bellarmine, Suarez and Vasquez) say, is inconsistent with 

transubstantiation. 

Pa. My next author is Tertullian, who is produced by the 
Consensus Veterum, and the single sheet, but omitted by the 
Nubes Testium ; but the other proves, that bread, which was 
the figure of Christ’s body in the Old Testament, now in the 
New, 1s changed into the real and true body of Christ. 

Pr. This is a bold attempt upon Tertullian, to prove that 
by the figure of Christ’s body, he means his true and real 
body. For his words are,t¢ ‘‘ Acceptum panem et distributum 
Discipulis Corpus illum suum fecit, Hoc est Corpus meum 


* Jren. 1. 5. c. Ll. + Cont. Marcion. 1. 4. c. 40. 
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dicendo, id est, figura Corporis mea. He took the bread, 
and gave it to his disciples, and made it his body, saying, This 
is my body, é, e. this is the figure of my body.” How can 
those men want proofs, that can draw transubstantiation from 
these words, which are soplain against it? 

Pa. You are mistaken; Tertullian by figure, meant, it was 
a figure in the Old Testament, but it was now his real body. 
Pr. Bin tat rosy Oe Sevtes spon erties I appeal to 


Pa, Doth not Tertullian say, “Phat it had not been the 
figure, unless it had been the truth ?” 

Pr, Thisis again ‘perverting his words, which are, “ Figu- 
ratum non fuisset, nisiveritatis esset Corpus;” i.e. “there had 
been no place for a figure of Christ’s body, unless Christ had 
a true body.” For he was proving against Marcion, that Christ 
had a true body ; and among other ments, he produces 
this from the figure of his body, which he not only mentions 
here, but in other places ; where he saith, ‘¢ that Christ gave 
the figure of his ak tothe bread ;” which cannot relate to any 
figure of the Old Testament.* 

Pa. But doth not Tertullian say afterwards, “that the 
bread was the figure of Christ’s body in the Old Testament ?” 

Pr. What then? He had two designs against Maricon ; 
one to prove that Christ had a true body, which he doth here 
from the figure of his body : and the , that there was a 
correspondency of both Testaments: and for that purpose he 
eae that the bread in Jeremiah, was the figure of Christ's 

Pa. But the author of the single sheet cites another place 
of Tertullian, where he saith, “that our flesh feeds on the 
Baayen Ried of Christ, that our soul may be filled with 

a 


Pr. By the body and blood of Christ, he means there, the 
elements, with diyine grace going along with them ; pean 
by his design, which is to Glee how the body and soul are 
joined er in sacramental rites, ‘The flesh is washed, and 
the soul is cleansed ; the flesh is anointed, and the soul conse- 
crated; the flesh is signed, and the soul confirmed ; the flesh 


* Cont. Marcion. 1. 3. c. 19.1, 5, ¢. 8. + De Resur. c. 8 
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Pr. But where doth that ee of transubstantiation ? 
» Pa. It calls the eucharist Baty of Christ. 

Pr, And so doth the Church of England ; therefore that 
holds transubstantiation. I pray bring no more such testi- 
monies, which prove nothing but what we hold. . 

Pa. I perceive you have a mind to cut me short. 


Pr. Not in the least, where you offer anything to the 
. But I spare those who only that the 
Biishacist athe ee and blood of Christ after consecration. 


For I acknowledge it was the language of the Church, especially 
in the fourth century, when the names of the elements were 
hardly mentioned to the catechumens ; and all the discourses 
of the Fathers to them, tended to heighten the devotion and 
esteem of the eucharist. By which observation, you may 
easily understand the meaning of the eloquent writers of that 

, who speak with so much mystery and obscurity about it. 
Ifyou have any that go beyond lofty expressions, and rhetorical 
flights, I pray produce them. 

Pa. I perceive you are afraid of St. Greg. Nazianzen, and 
St. Basil, but especially St. Chrysostom, you fence so much 
beforehand against eloquent men. 

Pr. As to the other two, there is nothing material alleged 
by any to this purpose; but St. Chrysostom, I confess, doth 
es very lofty things concerning the sacrament in his popular 

iscourses, but yet nothing that doth prove transubstan- 
tiation. 

Pa, What think Me of his Homilies, 51 and 83, on St. 
Matth. xxvi ; Homily on St. John xxiv; Homily on Istto the 
Corinthians ; the Homilies on Philogonius.and the Cross ? Are 
there not strange things in them concerning the eucharist ? 
About eating Christ, and seeing him lie before them slain on 
the altar; about touching his body there, and the Holy Spirit, 
with an innumerable host, hovering over what is there proposed, 
with much more to that purpose,* 

Pr. You need not to recite more; for I yield that St. 
Chrysostom delighted (in the highest flights of his eloquence 
on this subject, in his Homilies, and he tells for what reason) 
to excite the reverence and devotion of the people. But yet 
himself doth afford us a sufficient key to these expressions, if 
we attend to these things, concerning his manner of 5] ‘ing. 

1. That he affirms those things which no side can allow to 


* Nubes Testium, p. 120, &c. Consens. Veter. p. 54, &c. 
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4. He opposes ‘ Christ's sacramental presence, and real 
corporeal presence to each other.”* 
5 He still exhorts “the communicants to look upwards 
An if os lay these things 
d now if you lay together, this eloquent 
Father will not, with all his flights, come near to transub- 
stantiation. 
Pa, No! in one place he asserts the substance of the 
elements to be lost.t 
Pr, Thanks to the Latin translators ; Aaly Corey 
drovordlecy, as the critics observe, Ath nt signify to destroy, 
but peroures and purify a substance. But I fo not rely upon 
the plain answer is, that St. Chrysostom doth not 
Seasipaak Gh ticlalceheutycgpcn Sotseeestect Mavsaa 
comes of them, after th goer eh Bee tei 


SOR ne rte it would lessen th hn ai 
it, as eee 


and devotion, if they passed into the 
affirmed ; and jot eh ari he started another 
"That as wax, when it is melted in the fire, row tt no 
superfluities but it passes indiscernibly away ; so the elements, 
or mysteries, as he calls them, pass imperceptibly into the 
substance of the body, and so are consumed together with it. 
Therefore,” saith he, “ approach with reverence, not sup] 
that you receive the divine body from a man, but as =e 
tongs of fire from the seraphims:” which the author of the 
Consensus Veterwi translates, “ but fire from the tongues of 
seraphims,” St. Chrysostom’s words are, &A\’ 4 abroy ray 
Beratiy Aa Bide rod wvpde+§ and the sense is, that the 
ly (i.e. the eucharist, after consecration, being by 
a “ Divine Spirit made the divine body,” as in St. C! 
tom’s Liturgy, there is a particular prayer for the Holy Ghost 
to come, and so make the bread to be the divine body, or 
holy body of Christ,) i is to be taken, not with their mouths, || 
which can only receive the elements, but after a divine manner, 
as with tongs of fire from seraphims; by which he expresses 
the spiritual acts of faith and devotion, as most agreeable to 
that Divine Spirit which makes the elements to become the 
holy body of Christ. But that St. Chrysostom did truly and 
firmly belicre the substance of the to remain after con- 
secration, I have already proved from his epistle to Ceesarius. 
* Hom. 28. in 1. Ep. ad Corinth. 
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divine body into our bodies, they are made capable of immor- 
tality.” And this is the true account of Gregory Nyssen’s 
meaning, which if it prove any thing, proves an impanation, 
rather than transubstantiation. 

Pa, But Hilary’s testimony cannot be so avoided; who 
saith,* ‘That we as truly eat Christ’s flesh in the sacrament, 
as he was truly incarnate ; and that we are to judge of this, 
not by carnal reason, but by the words of Christ, who said, 
My flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink indeed.” 

Pr. 1 do not deny this to be Hilary's sense. But yet this 
proves nothing like to transubstantiation. For it amounts to 
no more than a real presence of the body of Christ in the 
sacrament ; and you can make no argument from hence, unless 
you can prove that the body of Christ cannot be present, unless 
the substance of the bread be destroy which is more than 
can be done, or than Hilary imagined. All that he aimed at, 
was to prove a real union between Christ and his people, 
‘That Christ was in them more than by mere consent ;”’ and 
to prove this, he lays hold of those words of our Saviour, 
“ah flesh is meat indeed,” &c, But the substantial change 

bread into the substance of Christ’s body, signifies 
nothing to his pees ; and Bellarmine never so much as 
mentions Hilary in his proofs of transubstantiation, but only 
for the real presence. But I must add something more, wiz. 
that Hilary was one of the first who drew any argument from 
the literal sense of John vi, I do not say, who did by way of 
accommodation apply them to the sacrament, which others 
might do before him. sae en there are some of the eldest 
Fathers, who do wholly exclude a literal sense, as Tertulliant 
looked on it, “as an absurdity, that Christ should be thought 
truly to give his flesh to eat. Quasi vere carnem suam illis 
edendam determinasset.” And Origen saith, “It is a killing 
letter, if those words be literally understood.” But this is to 
run into another debate; whereas our business is about tran- 
substantiation. If you have any more, let us now examine 
their testimonies. 

Pa. What say you then to St. Ambrose,§ who speaks home 
to the business, for he makes the e to be above nature, 
and into the body of Christ, born of the Virgin: there are I 
oar ates oC bunt in these words lies the whole strength 


* Nubes Testium, p. 124, 4 Tertul. de Resur, Carn, c. 37. 
¢ Orig. Hom, 7. in Levit. § Ambros, de his qui initiantur, c. 9. 
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is not one in the whole number who affirmed it. For although 
there were some difference in the way of explaining how the 
eucharist was the body and blood of Christ ; yet not one of 
them hitherto saocicaty doth give any countenance to your 
doctrine of transubstantiation, which the Council of ‘Trent 
declared to have been the constant belief of the Church in all 
ages; which is so far from being true, that there is as little 
ground to believe that, as transubstantiation itself. And so 
much as to this debate, eoneerning the comparing the doctrine 
of the Trinity and transubstantiation, in ek of tradition ; if 
you have any thing to say further, as to Scripture and reason, 
T shall be ready to give you satisfaction the next opportunity. 


PART I. 


Pr. Lhope you are now at leisure to proceed with your 
parallel between the doctrine of the Trinity and transubstantia- 
tion, as to Seripture and reason. 

Pa. Yes, and am resolved to make good all that I have said, 
as to both those. 

Pr. And if you do, I will yield the cause. 

Pa. 1 aus i arenes: And the whole dispute as to 
both, depen Whether the Scripture is to be under- 
stood literally ‘3 agentiahy If literally, then transubstan- 
tiation stands upon equal terms with the Trinity ; if figuratively, 
then the Trinity can no more be proved from Scripture, than 
transubstantiation. 

Pr. As though there might not be reason for a figurative 
sense in one place, and a literal in another. 

Pa. It seems then, you resolve it into reason. 

Pr. And I pray, into what would you resolve it? Into no 
reason ? 

Pa. Into the authority of the Church. 

Pr. Without any reason? 

Pa. No. There may be reason for that authority, but not 
for the thing aii It aire 

Pr. Then the, deci. of the Trinity, merely 
because the wre tells tells you it is the literal sense of Scripture 
which you are to follow. But @ man sees no.reason 
for this authority of your Church (as for my part, I do not) ; 
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have you no reason to convince such a one that he ought to 
believe the Trinity ? 

Pa. Not I. For I think men are bound to believe as the 
Church teaches them, and for that reason. 

Pr, What is it, I pray, to believe? 

Pa. To believe, is to give our assent to what God reveals. 

Pr. And hath God revealed the doctrine of the Trinity to 
the Church in this age ? 

Pa. No; it was revealed long ago. 

Pr. How doth it appear? 

Pa. By the Scripture sensed by the Church. 

Pr. But whence come you to know that the Church is to 
give the sense of the Scriptures? Is it fromthe Scripture, or 
not ? 

Pa. From the Scripture, doubtless, or else we could not be- 
lieve upon the Church’s testimony. 

Pr. But suppose the question be, about the sense of these 
places which relate to the Church’s authority, how can a mat 
come to the certain sense of them ? 

Pa, Wold a little, I see whither you are leadiug me; you 
would fain draw me into a snare, and have me say, I beli 
the sense of Scripture from the authority of the Church, and 
the authority of the Church from the sense of Scriptore. 

Pr. Do you not say so in plain terms ? 

Pa. Give me leave to answer for myself. I say in the case 
of the Church’s authority, I believe the sense of Scripture, 
without relying on the Church’s authority. 

Pr. And why not as well in any other? Why not as to 
the Trinity, which to my understanding, is much plainer there, 
than the Church’s authority ? 

Pa. That is strange: Is not the Church often spoken of 
in Scripture? ‘Tell the Church.” ‘‘ Upon this rock will I 
build my Church,” &c. 

Pr. But we are not about the word Church, which is no 
doubt there, but the infallible authority of the Chureh; and 
whether that be more clear in the Scripture than the doctrine 
of the Trinity. 

Pa. I see you have a mind to ch your discourse, and to 
run off from the Trinity to the Church’s authority in matters 
of faith ; which is a beaten subject. 

Pr. Your Church doth not tell you so; and therefore you 
may, upon your own grounds, be deceived ; and I assure you 
that you are so; for I intended only to shew you, that for 
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points of faith we must examine and compare Seri our- 
selves, and our faith must rest on divine revelation sin con- 
tained. 


Pa: Then you think the Trinity can be proved from Scrip- 
ture? 

Pr. Or else I should never believe it. 

Pa. But those places of Scripture you go upon may bear a 

tive sense, as John x. 30, “I and my Father are one ;” 
and 1 John v. 7, “And these three are one ;”’ and if they do 
So, you can never prove the Trinity from them. 

Pr. I say, therefore, that the doctrine of the Trinity doth 
not depend merely on these places, but on very many others, 
which help to the true sense of these; but transubstantiation 
depends upon one single expression, “This is my body,” which 
relates to a figurative thing in the sacrament ; and which hath 
other expressions joined with it, which are owned to be figura- 
tive; “This cup is the new testament in my blood ;” and 
which, in the literal sense, cannot prove transul tiation, as 
your own writers confess, and which is disproved by those 
places of Scripture, which assert the bread and the fruit of the 
vine to remain after consecration. 

Pa. Shew the literal sense as to the Trinity to be necessary ; 
for I pereeive that you would fain go off again. 

ae Will you promise to hold close to the argument your- 
self? 

Pa. You need not fear me. 

Pr. I pray tell me, were there not false religions in the 
world when Christ eame into it to plant the true religion? 

Pa, Yes ; but how far is this from the business ? 

Pr. Have a little patience; did not Christ design by his 
doctrine to root out those false religions? 

Pa. That is evident from Seripture and Church history. 

Pr. Then Christ’s religion and theirs were inconsistent. 

Pa. And what then ? 

Pr, Wherein did this inconsistency lie? 

Pa, The Gentiles worshipped false gods instead of the true 
one, 

Pr. Then the Christian religion teaches the worship of the 
true God instead of the false ones. 

Pa. Who doubts of that ? 

Pr. Then it cannot teach the worship of a false god instead 
of the true one, 

VoL. IX, “ 
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Pa. A false god is one that is set up in opposition to the 
true God, as the gods of the heathens were. 

Pr. Is it lawful by the Christian doctrine, to give proper 
divine worship to a creature ? 

Pa. Tthink not; for Christ said, “Thou shalt worship the 
Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve :”? which ou 
Chureh understands of proper divine worship. 

Pr. But the Seripture requires proper divine worship to be 
wiven to Chirist ; which is to require proper divine worship to 
be given to a creature, if Christ be not true God by nature. 

Pa, May vot God communicate his own worship to him! 

Pr. But God hath said, “Tle will not give his glory to 
another,” Isa. xhi. 8. And the reason is considerable, which is 
there given; “I am the Lord, that is my name;” which shews 
that none but the true Jehovah is capable of divine worship. For 
adoration is done to God only on the account of his mecom- 
municable perfections, and therefore the reason of divine wor- 
ship cannot reach to any creature. 

Pa. Not without God’s will and pleasure. But may not 
(iod advance a mere creature to that dignity, as to require 
divine worship to be given to him by his fellow-creatures ? 

Pr. Wherein lies the nature of that which you call proper 
divine worship ? 

Pa. In a due esteem of God in our minds, as the first cause 
and last end of his creatures, and such acts as are agreeable 
thereto. 

Pr. Then proper divine worship doth suppose an esteem of 
God as infinitely above his creatures ; and how then is it pos- 
sible for us to give the same worship to God and to a creature?! 
For if the distance be infinite between God and his creatures, 
and we must judge of things as they are, then we must in our 
minds suppose a creature to be infinitely distant from God; 
and if we do so, how is it possible to give the same divine 
worship, in this sense, to God, and to any creature ? 

Pa. And what now would you infer from hence ? 

Pv. Do not you sec already? viz. that God cannot be sup- 
posed to allow divine worship to be given to Christ, if he were 
a mere creature; and therefore since such divine worship is 
required by the Christian doctrine, it follows, that those ex- 
pressions which speak of his being “one with the Father,” 
cannot be figuratively understood. 

Pa. But where is it, that such divine worship is required to 
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be given to Christ in Scripture? For, according to my princi- 
ples, the Church is to set the bounds and measures of divine 
worship, and to declare what worship is due to God; what to 
Christ ; what to saints and angels; what to men upon earth ; 
what to images, sacraments, &e. And if we depart from this 
rule, I know not where we shall fix. 

Pr, I pray tell me, doth the difference between God and his 
creatures, depend on the will of the Church? 

Pa. No. 

Pr. Is it then in the Church’s power to give that to a crea- 
ture, which belongs only to God? 

Pa Uthink not ies WR BIR 

Pr. Who thenis to be judge what to and wi 
not? God or the Church? 

Pa, God himself, if he pleases. 

Pr, Then our business is to search what his will and plea- 
sure is in this matter, by reading the Scriptures, wherein his 
will is contained : and there we it expressed, “That all 
men should honour the Son, even as honour the Father,” 
John y, 23, ‘Let all the angels of God worship him,” 
Heb. i. 6. “Blessing, and honour, and glory, and power, be 
unto him that sitteth on the throne, and to the Lamb for ever 
and ever,” Rey. v, 13, ‘That at the name of Jesus every 
knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth,” 
&c. Phil. ii..10. Ifit were God’s great design, by the Christian 
doctrine, to restore in the world a due sense of the infinite 
distance between God and his creatures; could anything be 
more repugnant to it, than in the same doctrine to advance a 
creature to a participation of the same divine honour with him- 
self? So that in plain truth, the idolatry of the world Jay only 
Cp SRIg eng Cw they were to worship, and not 
in giving proper divine worship to a creature ; for that Chris- 
tianity itself not only allows, but requires, on supposition that 
Christ were God merely by office, and was origi a creature, 
as we are. But I pray observe the force of the Apostle’s argu- 
ment, peaking 2 the Gentile idolatry; he saith it lay in this 
“that the service unto them, which by nature are no 

‘a . iv. 8. 

Pa. You know, I must now personate the Anti-Trinitarian ; 
and he answers, That by nature no more is implied than ¢ruly 
and pestis, «odd not advance those creatures among 
the G to that worship and honour, which he hath done 
Christ. 


22 
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nothing can be more absurd than to make that to be God, 
which wants all the essential attributes and perfections of God ; 
as every creature must do: such as self-existence, eternity, 
independency, immensity, omnipotency, &. What a contra- 
diction is it, to suppose a weak, impotent, depending, confined, 
created God? And such every creature must be in its nature, 
or else it is no creature. Ido not at all wonder to find the 
Socinians after this, to lessen the natural knowledge of God, 
and his infinite perfections, both as to power and knowledge ; 
for it was their concernment to bring the notion of God as low 
as possible, that a creature might be in the nearer capacity of 
being made God. But those who consider and know what 
God is, ene he must be, if - rg will ae far 
greater dit in making man to be tl in believing 
God to be perridieks For this implies no greater difficulty, 
than merely as to our conception, how an infinite being can be 
so united to a finite, as to become one person ; which implies 
no ugnancy, but only something above our capacity to 
eeoaeehend, age we press etioe puzzled in the manner 
of conceiving how a finite spirit, which can pass through a 
body, can be so united to it, as to make a man by that union ; 
yet we all acknowledge the truth of this. But to suppose a 
ereature capable of being made God, is to overthrow the 
essential difference between God and his creatures, and the 
infinite distance between them. ai ‘a perth es ious 
consequence, as to the ends of tl i ligion, 
which were to reform Ades and to restore the distinction 
between God and his creatures ; which by the prevalency of 
idolatry, was almost lost in the world; the Supreme God being 
fey discerned in such a crowd ae created and see gods. 
this ve ment is enough to turn my stomach against 

faptistahiten vAtintiatns si 7 

Pa, Uhad thought all men of sense among you had been 
Socinians ; I have often heard them charged with being so. 

Pr. You see how grossly you are deceived, a ecm 
your pretence to infallibility. Ido not pretend to 
Sees aise betecaancivedtegiits beac dochians caine 

Pa. Let:us return to our matter inhand. What say you to 
those texts which are said to be inconsistent with the literal 
sense of those before-mentioned, which relate to the unity 
between Father and Son. 

Pr. What texts do you mean? 

Pa, What say you to John x. from the 30th to the 39th? 
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John x. and this runs again into the same point, “That he, 
being a man, made himself God.” And these conferences 
were all public, in or near the temple, and this last was in 
Solomon’s Porch, John x. 23, a pl of great resort, and 
near the place where the Sanhedrim sat, who were the judges 
in the case of blasphemy. Now the force of my argument 
from hence, lies in these things : 

1. That Christ certainly knew, that the Jews did think by 
his discourse, “ that he made himself equal with God.” 

2. That if it were not true, it was notorious blasphemy, and 
so esteemed by the Jews. 

3. That such a mistake ought to have been presently 
corrected, and in the plainest manner ; as we find it was done 
by St. Paul, when the men of Lystra said, “the gods are 
come down to us in the likeness of men,” for he ran in presently 
among them, and said, ‘We are men of like passions with 
you,” Acts xiv. 11, 15. It is impossible for me to think, that 
if Christ had known himself to be a mere man, he would have 
suffered the Jews to have run away with such a mistake as 
this, without giving them the clearest and plainest informa- 
tion ; whereas in all his answers he vindicates himself, and 
endeayours rather to fasten those impressions upon them, as 
appears by this conclusion of the last conference, “That ye 
may know and believe, that the Father is in me, and I in 
him.” Doth this look like correcting a dangerous mistake in 
the Jews? And is it not rather a justification of that sense, 
which they took his words in? And in the first conference, 
John y. our Saviour is so far from doing as St. Paul did, that 
he challenges divine honour as due to himself, ‘That all men 
should honour the Son, as they honour the Father,” ver. 23. 
From whence it follows, that Christ must be eharged as one, 
who being a mere man, did affect divine honour ; or else, that 
being God, as well as man, he looked on it as justly due to 
him. I pray tell me what sense do your friends, the Socinians, 
make of those words of St. Paul, Phil. ii. 6, 7, ‘‘ Who being 
in the form of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with 
God, but made himself of no reputation,” &e, 

Pa. The sense they give, is this, that he did not make a 
show or ostentation of his own greatness, but studiously con- 
cealed it, and therein shewed his great humility. 

Pr. But is there any greatness like that of divine honour? 
And yet this he challenged to himself. 


tie 


in 
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John Baptist preached in oes before Christ, yet that Christ 
was in being before that? Which is a sense so mean, so 
remote from the occasion of his writing, as it is delivered by 
the ancients, that nothing but a miserable necessity could 
make men of wit and subtlety to put such a sense upon St. 
John’s words. 

Pa. But they deny there was any such occasion of St. 
John’s writing, as the Cerinthians’ heresy at that time. 

Pr. I know Socinus doth so; but he might as well have 
denied that there was any such person as Cerinthus. And I 
think the Cerinthian heresy not only to have been the occasion 
of St. John’s writing; but’that the understanding of it, gives 
the greatest and truest light to the words of the Evangelist, 
shewing the force and importance of them. 

Pa, Wherein, I pray, did that heresy consist? 

Pr. I shall not meddle with other parts of it, but only what 
relates to the present subject ; and that lay in these things : 

1, That there was a supreme and mown Father, who 
was before the beginning, and therefore they called him 
poapx?)”, Who was the fountain of all emanations. Iren. 1. 1. 
e. 1, 19, 

2. That the world was not made by him, but by a power at 
a distance from him, called Demiurgus. Iren. 1. 1. ¢. 25. 
And in the tian school, where Cerinthus was educated, 
the Aéyoc, Word, was one of the intermediate emanations 
between the Father and the Demiurgus, Iren. 1. 1. ¢. 23. 

3. That this world was in a state of darkness and confusion, 
as to the supreme Father of all; only some few had some 
beams of light from him, by which they knew him. 

4, That Jesus was a mere man, born as other men are, of 
Joseph and Mary, but of extraordinary goodness, wisdom, and 


sanctity. 

5. "That the supreme Father, at his baptism, did send down 
a divine power ce him, in the shape of a dove, which 
enabled him to are the unknown Father, and to work 
miracles, which returned to its own *Ajjpwpa, or fulness above, 
when Jesus suffered. 

‘This is a short scheme of that heresy, as delivered by the 
ancient Fathers. And now let any one compare St. Joun's 
words with it, and he will find his design was to countermine 
this heresy by two things: 

1. That the Aéyoc, Word, was eternal. For the Cerinthians 
said, the Aéyoc was not in the beginning, but made a great 
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space of time between the eternal being of the Father, and the 
emanation of the Acyoc, wherein he was in perfect. silence, as 
Ireniens expresses it (1. 1. e¢. 1.). And so “in the beginning,” 
doth nnply the eternity of the Word. But that is not all, for 
he saith, ‘€ It was with God, and was God, and was the Demi- 
urgus, or the Maker of the world, and the revealer of God to 
mankind,” John i. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9, 10. And so there was no 
place for those several emanations between God and the Adyoc 
and Demiurgus, as the Cerinthians said. 

2. That the Adyoc, or Word, was incarnate, which he affirms, 
ver. 14, “And the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us,” 
&e. and was “the only begotten Son of the Father ;” and so 
he not only cuts off the other emanations, but declares that 
Jesus was far from being a mereman. And to this purpose, he 
brings im the testimony of John Baptist, ver. 15, and applies 
what he had said to the person of Jesus Christ, ver. 17. Now 
this being St. John’s design, his words afford a demonstration 
to us of the union of the divine and human natures in Christ, 
when he saith, “The Word was made flesh.” 

Pa. But doth not the Seripture in other places imply, that 
there is a subordination in Christ to his Father, which is not 
consistent with such an equality of nature? see Heb. i. 8, 9. 
1 Cor. vin. 4, 5; xv. 27, 28. Rev. in. 12. 

Pr. The first place is a proof for the divinity of Christ ; for 
the words are, “But unto the Son he saith, Thy throne, 0 
God, is for ever and ever,” &c. It is true, in the next verse, 
it is said with respect to his office, ‘‘ Therefore God, even thy 
God, hath anointed thee,” &c. But we do not deny that 
Christ was anointed as Mediator, and in that respect, God was 
his God ; but doth this prove that he that is Mediator, cannot 
have a divine nature in conjunction with the human ? 

The second place, I suppose, is mistaken, 1 Cor. viii. not 4 
and 5, but 6th verse, ‘‘ But unto us there is but one God the 
Father, of whom are all things, and we in him; and one Lord 
Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by him.” And 
this is one of the strongest holds of the Socinians. But two 
considerations will take off the seeming force of it. 

(1.) That the Apostle, in his disputes with the Gentile 
idolaters, concerning whom he speaks, ver. 4, 5, doth utterly 
deny any divinity in the beings they worshipped instead of 
God, when he saith, “An idol is nothing in the world, and 
that there is none other God but one.” He knew very well 
that they worshipped many, ver. 5, ‘“‘ As there be gods many, 
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and lords mang” among them ; “ but unto us (Christians) there 
is but one God, and one Lord ;” ¢. e. we have but one supreme 
God, to whom we give divine worship; and instead of the 
multitude of mediators, we have but one Mediator; and so his 
design is, in‘opposition to their many gods, to assert the unity 
of the’ ttving ture «flat ad ad se lexelider aubltatitinn We 


Persons, but thereby to exclude other as the proper 
object of worship), and the unity of a Mediator, in opposition 
to their many 


(2.) That if this excludes Christ from the unity of 
nature with God, it doth exclude him from being the object of 
divine worship; for it saith, ‘that thereis no other God but 
one ;”" therefore no creature can be made God: “And to us 
there is but one God, the Father ;” therefore the Son cannot 
be God. If therefore the name Lord, be taken in opposition 
to God, then Christ cannot be God in any sense; for we must 
have but one God: but the plain meaning of the Apostle was, 
that by one atte net it one Mediat ae by whom alone we 
have, in this new 1e of this Gospel, access unto 
God the Father. srs oe 

The third 1 Cor. xv, 27, 28, speaks plainly of Christ’s 
kingdom, as iator. 

The fourth place, Rev. iii. 12, where Christ speaks several 
times of “My ,”’ proves no more than his words on the cross, 
“My God, my Goll, why hast thou forsaken me?” For 
surely Christ might own a particular relation to God, and 
interest in him, as he was in human nature, without over- 
Emer aie nature in him. 

Pa. owns, “that though he is to be our judge, he 
knows not the time,” Mark xiii, 32, Which seems inconsistent 
with the divine nature, which knoweth all things. 


without immediate revelation. But it was not necessary by 
virtue of the union of both natures, that the divine nature 
should communicate to the human soul of Christ, all divine 


state 5 to let us how 
Christ had the proper i ‘a human soul, which could 
not extend to such things wi ‘divine revelation. 
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instrument uncreated, then you must assert him to be true 
God by nature; and then we have all we desire. 

Pa. But the Socinians do not like this answer of the Arians, 
and therefore interpret these places of the state of things 
under the |, and not of the creation of the world. 

Pr. They have not one jot mended the matter; for, 

(1.) Where the new creation is spoken of, some cireum- 
stances are added, which limit the sense to it, as when St. 
Paul saith, “We are created in Christ Jesus unto good works, 
that we should walk in them,” Eph. ii. 10. Who could pos- 
sibly understand this of the old creation? And so, “If any 
man be in Christ Jesus, he is a new creature,” 2 Cor. v. 17. 
But in the other places the same expressions are used, which 
are attributed to the old creation, without limitation from cir- 
cumstances, or from the context and occasion of them, 

(2.) There are some things said to be created by Christ 
Jesus, which cannot relate to the new creation; as “by him 
were all things created that are in heaven, and that are in 
earth, visible and invisible, whether they be thrones, or domi- 
nions, or principalities, or powers,” Col. i. 16. How are these 
created by preaching the Gospel, when they are incapable of 
ae per means of it, which are the doctrine of the remission 


of sins is vopon! repentance and the renewing and sanetifying 


Pa. But St. Paul doth not mention the heaven and earth, 
but only intellectual beings, angels and men, and therefore he 
speaks of the new creation. 

Pr. A mighty argument indeed! Do not all things com- 
prehend the heaven and earth? And the particular enumera- 
tion of angels, by several denominations, shews that he speaks 
of another creation distinct from that by the Gospel preached 
to the world; for the Apostles were Christ’s instruments in 
this new creation, which they could not be to the invisible 
powers above, 

Pa. Webave now through the true and only grounds of 
the doctrine of the ‘Trinity. 

Pr. You are extremely mistaken. For we have other 
grounds besides these, although these may be sufficient. 

Pa, Name one more. 

Pr. 1 will name several, which you cannot disallow. 

Pa. What are they? 

Pr. The several heads of arguments made use of by Car- 
dinal Bellarmine, to prove the divinity of Christ : or alone 
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ig @ convincing evidence of the vast disparity between the 
proofs of this doctrine, and of transubstantiation from Scrip- 
ture. For, 

1. He* proves Christ’s divinity from those places of the 
Old Testament, which are expounded in the New; being in 
the Old Testament, spoken of the true God; and in the New, 
applied to Christ. As Numb. xxi. 5, 6, compared with 1 Cor. 
x. 9. Exod. xx. 2, with Jude 5. Pesal. Ixvini. 18, with Eph. 
iv. 8,9. Psal. xevi. 7, and cii. 25, 26, with Heb. i. 6, 10, 11. 
Isa. vi. 1, 3, with John xii. 41, and Rev. iv. 8. Isa. viii. 14, 
with Luke ii. 34, and Rom. ix. 33. Isa. xl. 3, with Matth. 
iii. 3, Mark 1. 3, Luke i. 76, John i. 23. Isa. xlv. 23, with 
Rom. xiv. 11. Isa. xliv. 6, with Rev. i. 8, 17, Mal. iu. 1, 
with Matth. xi, 10. 

2. From the places of the Old Testament, which attribute 
to Christ those things which belong to God; as ‘‘ power and 
adoration,” Psal. ii. 7,8, 12. ‘ Being the first and last,” 
Isa. xlvii. 1, 12, 16. ‘* Working miracles,” Isa. xxxv. 5. 
‘“‘ Being the God of Israel,’ Isa. lu. 5, 6. ‘The only God,” 
Isa. xlv. 5,6. ‘The Lord of hosts,’’ Zech. i. 8, 9, 10, 11. 
“ Jehovah,” Zech. iii. 2.“ Pouring out of the Spirit,’ Zech. 
xi. 10. 

3. From the places of the New Testament which attribute 
divinity to Christ. As when he is called “ the Son of the 
living God,”’ Matth.xvi.16. ‘The only begotten Son of God,” 
John il. 16. ‘ His own Son,” Rom. vii. 32. ‘* His true 
Son,” 1 John v. 20; ‘‘ His dear Son,” Col.i. 13. “ His 
Son above all others,” Heb. i. 5. ‘The express image of his 
person,” Heb. i. 3. ‘‘ Making himself equal with God,” 
John v. 18. ‘“Beimg one with the Father,” John x. 30. 
‘‘ Lord and God,” John xx. 28. ‘God blessed for ever,” 
Rom. ix. 5. ‘ Who thought it no robbery to be equal with 
God,” Phil. ii. 6. ‘One with the Father and Spirit,” 1 John 
v. 7. ‘ The true God,” 1 John v. 20. 

4, From the proper names of God, Isa. ix.6. John xx. 
28. Acts xx. 28. Rom.ix. 5. Rev. iv. 8. 1 John iii. 16, 
The name “Jehovah,” Jer. xxiii. 5, 8. Isa. xl. 3., ‘* The 
Lord,” by which the LXX render Jehovah, Matth. xxi. 3, 
John xiii. 13. ‘‘The most High,” Psal. Ixxxvii. 5. “ A name 
above every name.” Phil. ii. 9. ‘‘The invisible one,” 1 Tim. 
i. 17, and vi. 16. ‘‘ The God of glory,”’ Acts vii. 2. 1 Cor. ii. 


* Bell. de Christo, 1. 1. c. 4, &c. 
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8. Psal. xxiv. 7, 8, 9. © King of kings, and Lord of lords,” 
1 Tim. vi. 15. Rey. xvii. 14, and xix. 16. “The one Lord,” 
1 Cor. viii, 6. “The true God,” Johny. 20. ‘The only 
Lord,” Jude 4. “The great God and our Saviour,” Titus 
ii. 13. 

5. 


the proper attributes of God; as “ Eternity,” 
Prov. , 23. Micah y. 2. John i. 1. x . Tmmen- 
sity,” Johi 13. Matth. xviii. 20. “Omnipotency,” Rey. i. 
8. iv. 8. xi, 17. Wisdom,” Colos. ii. 3. John xxi, 17. 
« Majesty and Adoration,” Heb. i. 6. Mal. iii, 1.“ Invoca- 
tion,” John xiv. 13. Acts vii. 59, and ix. 14. 2 Cor. xii. 8. 
1 Cor. i. 3. 2 John 3. 

6. From the proper works of God: as not only creation (of 
which already), but conservation, Heb. i. 3. Colos. i. 17. 
** Salvation,” Matth. i, 21. ‘ Foretelling future events,” John 
xiii, 19. 1 Pet. i. 11. Rey. ii, 23, «Working miracles by 
his own +” Mark iv. 39, and “ giving power to others 
to work ” Matth. x. 1, 

What think you now of the proofs of the Trinity in Seri 
ture? Do you think Bellarmine could produce any thing Tike 
this for transubstantiation? No; so far from it, that where 
he sets himself in a whole chapter to prove it from Scripture, 
he produces a first without a second.* ** The first argument,” 

‘ith he, ‘is taken from Christ’s words, This is my body.” 
Ve He ahead oe second ? he no sree be 

luced, but this one single passage, about whii e ds 
Us ae chapter, and then betakes. himself srfelentiy ea Ue 
‘athers. 

Pa. But one plain and clear place is sufficient, if we be 
certain of the sense of that one ; fr we are as much bound 
to believe God when we are sure he speaks it once, as an 
hundred times. 

Pr. We have been all this while comparing these two doc- 
trines as to Seripture, and now you see the disproportion so 

eat, as to number and variety, you say, ‘one is as 
Geared: but that one ia see be modestly fieeg 
which this is very far from, since many of your own writers do 
confess transubstantiation cannot be drawn from it; as Bellar- 
mine himself owns,}+ and he affirms it “ not to be improbable, 
that no place of Scripture is so clear and express for transub- 
stantiation, but learned and acute men may doubt whether it can 


* Bell. de Buch, 1. 3, c. 19. + Cap, 23. 
. 
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dictions than to make three not to be three, or three to be 


but one. 

Pr. I hope now you will give me leave to make an answer 
to your diftenlty, as ddistinet as possible. We do not say 
that three persons are but one person, or that one nature is 
three natures; but that there are three persons in one nature, 
If pias one individual net be communicable to three 
persons, there is no appearance of absurdity in this doctrine. 
And on the other side, it will be cael there should be 
three Gods, where there is one and the same individual nature; 
for three Gods must have three several divine natures, since it 
is the divine essence which makes a God. But to make this 
more plain, do you make any difference between Nature and 
Person ? 

Pa. Yes. 

Pr. Wherein lies it ? 

Pa. Excuse me, sir, for you have undertaken to explain 
these things. 

Pr, 1 will begin with Person. Which name was originally 
taken among the Romans from some remarkable distinction of 
one from another; either by some outward appearance, as a 
vizard or habit, or some particular quality or disposition. And 
from hence it came to be applied to those inward properties, 
whereby one intelligent being is distinguished from another ; 
and from those properties to the person who had them. Thus 
Person is used even by Tully himself, at least twenty times in 
his books of Rhetoric: and the old civil law speaks of per- 
sonal rights and personal actions. So that the critics, such as 
za and cree had my cause to find fault reli rig 

i notion of a ‘son to an “‘ intelligent bei 
oe itself” (and so nal is no person in men, but 
the man consisting of soul and body), “having some incom- 
municable properties belonging to him.” Therefore I cannot 
but wonder at the niceness of some late men, who would have 
the names of Person, and Hypostasis, and Trinity to be laid 
pass since themselves fess Boethius’s definition of a 


Which is to suppose, without proving it, that the Divine nature 
can communicate itself after no other manner than a created 
nature can. 

Haden, mary be aporsasieioly sana (A And it is 
very well observed by Boethius, de i 1.1. “ Principium 
VOL. IX. A 
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we } 
be but one. TP spe we say the sul hath thee 
asepeignings BEY, S00 TOP may, 


without : 
sen are three and one;\ and. those. three 
iuvisheds he, sor vet thats is RSMo 


although | 
imy two things in it: 1. Something common 
2 prhienein Sennen ieee 


in an infinite being. Yet all mankind are agreed in. the 
tin thre communty of te sae at an «ee 
distinction of persons among men, though cannot: tell 
what that is which discriminates the ee ‘in John, 
Peon crag prg manna reuse dap ~ 
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ean discern a'number of accidents, or peculiar modes and pro- 
perties, which distinguish them from each other; but it is 
much harder to assign it in spiritual and intellectual beings, 
whose natures ‘and differences lie not so open to our under~ 
standing. If so be then it appears more difficult in an infinite 
co oeoete eet le Being, what cause have we to wonder 
at it 

But we must always make a difference between what we 
have reason to believe, and what we have a power to conceive. 
Although we have all the reason in the world to believe that 
there is a God, i. e. a Being infinite in all perfections, yet we 
eis fie AMiAE i! cooential sititintes ate: sboro‘ont conte! 


As for instance :-— 

1. We must believe God to be eternal, or we cannot believe 
him to be God. For, if he once were not, it is impossible he 
should ever be. And therefore we conclude necessary existence 
to be an essential attribute of the Divine nature. But then, 
how to conceive that a being should be from itself, is at least 
as hard, as how one and the same individual nature should be 
communicated to three distinct Persons ; nay, it is somewhat 
harder, since we see something like this in other beings; but 
‘we can see no manner of resemblance of a thing that if 
being wholly from itself. 

2. We must allow God to be omnipresent, or else we must 
suppose him go confined and limited to a lace, as to 
be excluded from any other ; tad the conven ol cletea ua 
must either be present in them, or his power must be larger 
EN pesca rase epi me Bh es a 
a power to conceive how a Being present in the whole 
+ ed pian i pres lleney ir dha atic 
it should be incapable of being divided into which is 
certainly repugnant to the Divine nature. T dorche poets 
these two instances, to let the Antitrinitarians see, that what 


it, and now you ia ribet 
Pr. It is a good step to our Delieving it, to make it plain, 
2a2 


A a Ee a Oe Ce ee 
Pa. But what say you to the Athanasian log 


‘to human reason? cony A ee 


attributes belonging to the Persons, by reason of the Divine 
nature, and the attributes being really’ the same with it, the 
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nature is the proper subject of them; which being but one, we 
trent odin te to essential attributes, but only 
as to personal relations and properties. 

Pa. But if the three Persons be co-eternal, how is it possible 
to conceive there should not be three Eternals ? 

; Pr. This seems the hardest expression in the whole penis 
ut it is to be interpreted by the scope and design of it: whi 
is, that the sasental Attire are not to be si neier ts 
though the Persons be. And so eternity is not taken asa 
attribute, but as essential ; and so they are not. three 
but one Eternal. And the great design of the Creed 
was to shew, that the Christian Church did not believe sucha 
‘Trinity as consisted of three Persons, unequal and different in 
nature, and substance, and duration. 
. Pa. But what say you to the damning all those who do 
not: believe it, in the beginning and end of it? 

Pr. This is off from our business. But to let you see I 
will not avoid the difficulties you offer, I will give an answer 
even to this, The meaning is not, that every one is damned 
who doth not conceive aright of the difference of Nature and 
Person in the Trinity, or of the essential and personal attributes ; 
but that those who set up in opposition to it the worship of a 
mere creature as God, or the worship of more Gods than one, 
‘or who wilfully reject this article a Shes Cheisinn faith, when 
it is duly proposed to them, are guilty of a damning sin. For 
even the disbelief of Christianity itself, is not supposed to be 
the cause of men’s damnation, but where the doctrine of the 
Gospel hath been pro in a way of credibility. If when 
this doctrine of the ‘Trinity is proposed to men’s minds, they 
will not consider it, nor weigh the arguments on both sides 
impartially, but with scorn and contempt reject it, and endeavour 
to bring reproach upon Christianity for the sake of it, and 
disturb the peace of the Church about it; such cannot be said 
to receive or believe it faithfully, and by such sins they do run 
the hazard of perishing everlastingly. 

Pa. 1 see you have a mind to smooth every thing relating to 
the Trinity, I wish you would do the same about transub- 
stantiation, But yet you have not answered the other great 
difficulty in point ee eons viz. that those things which 

or disagree in a third, must or di ‘one with 
the other And therefore if the Father be Gol, the Son 
God, and the Holy Ghost God; then the Father must be Son 
and Holy Ghost, and the Son and Holy Ghost. must be the 
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Father. Ifnot, then they are really the same, and really distinet > 
be fc to Persons: 


the same as to Essence,. as perience si 
the same, and not the same, which is a contradic j 


of the Divine nature. ne 
Pa. But you can bring no other instance but the 1 

ee Ne oe 
for which is in dispute. 

Pr. 1 do not think it to be so, where the reason is 

from the liar properties of the Divine nature, to 


Pa. Are not the Divine Persons infinite, as well as the 
Divine Nature? And therefore as created do take in the 
whole nature, so infinite persons will do the infinite nature. — 

Pr. No question, but the Persons are infinite in regard of 
the nature which is so; but if an infinite nature be commu- 
nicable to more than one, every such person eannot 
appropriate the whole nature to itself. - 1 a 

Par If the difference be on the account of ‘infinity, then 
there must be an infinite number ‘of persons im/the Divine 

Pr. 1 answer, that infiniteness of number is no perfection ; 


es 
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ponent bartiobss of Seren ews fillioiaieh aabaad 
_ ager cern mnt poner og Divine Revela- 
ae oeetduinreoe on iake thn 880) ele etry 
and yet there are three that are one. not 
on the of St. mores but set a form vies the Fe is 
) to this | wi er iaietlats 
the Son, and sae Holt Googe witht, eect pr ate 
besides of order and relation, peeing Ame eto 
‘mental _of Christianity, to join any created 
together in so solemn an act of religion. And 
Paul them together in his benediction : “The grace of 
our Jesus Christ, and the love of God, and the commu- 
nion of the Holy Ghost be all, Amen,” 2 Cor, xii. 14. 


From whence the Christian Church has always believed a 
Trinity of Persons in the Unity of the Divine Nature. 

Pa. You have taken a great deal of pains to clear the 
doctrine of the Trinity from any absurdity in point of reason, 
wzhy, shouldiyon not does, much now..28. to to transubstan- 


Pr. 1m plain truth, because I cannot ; for here lies a vast 
difference between them. In the Trinity we considered an 
infinite Being, to which no bounds can be set without destroy- 

its nature; but in transubstantiation, we suppose a true 
finite body, which hath its bast bounds and aie ieee one 
certain place, et and must suppose tl to 
be equally ieee cageve thousand distant places at on 
same time; which im cogrectiearepneieny aia 
very nature of a body, I can by no means give my assent 
to it. 

Pa. Alas! Is this it which chokes your reason, so that you 
cannot swallow the doctrine of the Ghurch in this matter? 
You do not consider, that though we allow nothing infinite in 
the body itself, yet we suppose an infinite power to be im- 

ployed about it; and an infinite power may produce things 
above our com prehensions, about bodies in themselves finite. 

Pr, This is ihe utmost your cause will bear; but I pray 
tell me, Is there any POLathine inate: Ree RARE 
asians steibivemuae oot tke: Are there not some things 
which are endued with such Propartiats that if you alter them, 

‘ou destroy their ty nature; as, to suppose an indivisible 
aoe lines, a body without dimensions ? 

Pa. ol a mA a body must have dimensions belonging 
to it, but it is not necessary it should have those dimensions 
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Pr. Tntrinsical quantity without relation to place, is intrin- 
sical nonsense. For, how is it possible for extended parts to 
have no relation to place? 

Pa. a tinltaluine Eat bat oltae nee 
answer to the parts of a place: but by intrinsical quantity, 
mean, that there is the real order and proportion of parts in 
the itself, but it doth not fill up the place. 

Pr, Then you do suppose the body of Christ in the 
eucharist, to Mare all the distinct parts of a body, with their 
due order and proportion, but to be in the sacrament after an 
invisible manner. 

Pa. Why not? 

Pr, Do you think it possible for the real and entire 
of a man be crowded into the compass of a wafer, with all the 
a of its parts, so that no true part of the body be 


Pa. Yes, by Divine power. 

Pr. Do you think a far less thing possible than that, viz. 
that a man’s head, and shoulders, and arms, should be con- 
tained entire and distinct under the nail of his little finger ? 

Pa. Why not? 

Pr. Then why may not the greatest body be within the 
least? Why may not an elephant be he in a mouse-trap, 
and arhinoceros be put into a snuff-box? For either there 
is a repugnancy in the nature of the thing, for a greater body 
to be within a less, or there is not ; if not, thea these mention 
instances are possible; if there be, then the supposition of 
Divine power can give no relief, unless you suppose that God 
can do things repugnant in themselves, i. ¢. that he can do 
things which cannot be done. But I pray tell me if the vei 
body of Christ be by transubstantiation in the wafer, with 
its parts in their due order, then the head must be distant 
from the feet, and all the other organs in their proper places ; 
but this cannot possibly be supposed, where there is no 
measure of distance as place is, and the whole body is ina 

int. 
spam I say again, there is the just order of parts considered 
in themselves, but not with respect to place. 

Pr. Then it is impossible there should be any distance ; 
without which, it is impossible there should be the order of 
parts in a human body. Thus, there is a repugnancy in the 
very supposition of Christ’s body being in the wafer, though 


of poe ae 
Pa. I did; and I still say there are things as hard to 
make out about the Tvnity, which you: have not yet taken 
notice of, ir ar 
Pr, pray let us hear them, that we may put an end to 
this discourse, aon » 


neither Bellarmine nor you should discern 


there being no ion of dimensions in bodies, the inter- 
wcdupotdine toler ten needs divide the same body in 
distant places; but the reason why the same Divine 
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|S cose hecadtmer ead aemare ee sete dicot 
must be a proceeding not being to being, ‘so an eter. 
nal contradiction. 


Decause it might have been used improperly and metaphorically. 
But when, from the Scripture, it otherwise appears that the 
Son of God, being the Word, “was in the beginning with God, 
_ reget annem pcp perme oe 
begotten of ‘ather,”” ver. 14; “a begotten 
Son” ve 18; we have reason to infer from rein toe 


inlpenatialatetates of God, of arti necessary existence 
is one. So that by eternal generation no more can be meant, 
ee the Son from the Father, as doth 

ppose them to have the same nature and co-existenes¢ which 


i bet repent by the rays of the sun coming from the 
light, if were permanent and not successive. 


Pa. What say you then to the mystery of the incarnation ? 
Is it not more wonderful, as Bellarmine observes, “that there 
should be one hypostasis i in two natures, than one body in 
two places? Since the union is greater between the hy 
td thotntsneay than, benecesi tis body andthe laces it is in; 
the one being intrinsical and substantial, the other extrinsical 
and accidental. And that hypostasis is the same with the 
divine nature, and yet is most closely united with the human 
nature, which is so different from divine; so that it is 
incomprehensible by us, how in that union the natures are not 
esas or the hypostasis divided.” 

ee eee that there is an incom- 
= le mystery in the incarnation, what follows from 
? Have I not hitherto owned, that there must be some- 
thing incomprehensible by us in what relates to the Divine 
nature? And it is the less wonder it is so in the incarnation, 
wherein an union is implied between an infinite and finite 
nature, when the union of the soul and body, though both 
finite, is above our comprehension, though we ourselves con- 
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sist of souls and bodies so united. But what consequence is 
it, if we are not able to explain this, that then we must admit 
that the same body may not be merely in two, but in ten 
thousand places at the same time? ¢. e. if we cannot explain 
the hypostatical union, then all manner of absurdities must - 
go down with us, that relate to things of a very different nature 
from it. 

Pa. I am glad to find you are set at last, and that now you 
have a difficulty before you, which you can never get through. 

Pr. Be not too confident ; I have only hitherto denied the 
consequence as to the difficulties of transubstantiation. But it 
is possible, that setting aside the confusion of School terms, 
I may be able to give a far more intelligible and reasonable 
account of the incarnation itself, than you can ever do of 
transubstantiation. 

Pa. First shew that it is possible, and then explain the 
manner of it. 

Pr. But let us in the first place agree what we mean by it. 

Pa. By the incarnation, I mean the union of the divine and 
human nature, so as to make one person in Christ. 

Pr. If this be not possible, it must either be, 1. Because 
two natures different from each other, cannot be united to 
make one person: the contrary whereof appears in the union 
of soul and body to the person of a man. Or, 2. Because 
it is impossible that an infinite nature should be united to a 
‘finite. 

Pa. How can there be an union possible, between two 
beings infinitely distant from each other ? 

Pr. Not in that respect, wherein the distance is infinite ; 
but if there be nothing destructive to either nature in such an 
union, and the infinite nature do condescend to it, why may it 
not be so united to an intelligent finite being, as to make one 
person together with it? For in respect of union, the distance 
is not so great between finite and infinite, as between body 
and spirit. 7 

Pa. The distance is infinite in one case, but not in the other. 

Pr. I do not speak of them, with respect to perfections, 
-but to union; and an infinite distance in that, must imply an 
absolute repugnancy, which you can never prove: for, since 
body and spirit may be united to make one person, an infinite 
spirit may be united to a finite nature. 

Pa. But the manner of the hypostatical union is impossible, 
“to be conceived. 
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Pr. Let the thing be granted possible, and the difficulty of 
conceiving the manner may be as great in the union of soul 
and body. Will you.undertake to explain that to me! And 
yet I hope you believe it. But let us hear your difficulties 
again, which you object from Bellarmine. 

Pa. That there should be but one hypostasis in two natures; 
and that in the union, the natures should not be confounded, 
nor the h is divided. 

Pr. these difficulties arise from the sense of the word 

tasis. Which originally signifies a real being, and not 
such which ds only on fancy and imagination; from 
thence its signification was enlarged, not only to things real 
(in opposition to mere ap nees and creatures of the mind), 
but to such a thing which did subsist of itself, and had not its 
subsistence in another, as accidents had. So that an hypos- 
tasis was a real substance which had subsistence in itself. But 
’ such are of two kinds, as the Greek Fathers observe. 1. Such 
as are real substances in themselves, but yet are capable of 
being joined with another, to make up a person ; thus the soul 
and body have two different hypostases, and make up but one 
person of aman. 2. It is taken for a complete individual 
subsistence, which is not joined with any other as a part; and 
so hypostasis is the same with a person, which is nothing else 
but a complete, intelligent, individual hypostasis. And in this 
sense, there can be but one hypostasis in Christ, ¢. e. one 
person, though there be two natures. 

Pa. But our divines say, that the human nature after the 
nnion, hath no hypostasis, it being swallowed up by the divine. 

Pr. I know they do; but if they mean that the human 
nature, after the union, loses that subsistence which is proper 
to the human nature, it is impossible for them to avoid the 
Eutychian heresy, condemned by the Council of Chalcedon ; 
but if they mean no more than that there is a true nature, 
but no person, save only that which results from both natures; 
they then agree with the sense of the Church, which con- 
demned the Eutychians. For, as much as the heresies of 
Nestorius and Eutyches differed in themselves, they were 
both built on the same ground, viz. that there could be no 
true nature, but there must be a person; and that two natures 
eould not make one person. From whence Nestorius asserted 
there were two persons in Christ; and Eutyches denied that 
there were two natures. 

Pa. What doth all this signify, but that the authority of 


for the controversy was really about the truth of Christ's in- 


Pa. I beg your My heard enough of all con- 
science already. 

Pr. 1 think so too, to make you ashamed of your parallel 
between the doctrine of the Trinity and Transubstantiation. 


And methinks, for the sake of our common Christianity, 
you should no more venture upon such bold and unreasonab! 
sap Rete ate Boa a one, whether 

l, or Providence, or heaven, or hell, or 
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THE TEXTS EXAMINED, WHICH PAPISTS CITE OUT OF 
THE BIBLE, FOR THE PROOF OF THEIR DOCTRINE OF 
TRANSUBSTANTIATION. 


TRANSUBSTANTIATION (as gee Dy the Council of Trent) 
is, “when by the consecration of bread and wine, there is the 
conversion of the whole substance of the bread into the sub- 
stance of Christ’s body, and of the whole substance of the wine 
into the substance of his blood.”* 

Upon this conversion they say, 

1. “ That there is existent in the sacrament truly, really and 
substantially the same body of Christ which was born of the 
Naga aS, consisting of flesh, bones, and sinews, together 
with his and divinity.”’+ 

2. “That there is nothing of the bread and wine but the 
accidents or forms without the substance.” 

There is no need to observe that this is a doctrine full of 
contradiction to the sense and reason of mankind ; and there- 
fore can have no help or proof from thence; for sense and 
reason cannot speak against themselves. And if we repair to 
Scripture, we are herein also much prevented; for many 
learned men of the Church of Rome have in several ages 
acknowledged that there is not one place of Scripture so ex- 
press as to oblige a man to believe it without the authority of 
the Church ; this Bellarmine also says, “is not altogether im- 
probable.” 

But yet he can find out upon occasion robustissima argu- 
menta, very forcible ts for this doctrine. 

For which purpose he divides what he has to say into two 


I. He undertakes to shew from Scripture, that the eucharist 
is not natural bread and wine, but is the very body and 
blood of Christ, really and substantially, under the forms 
of bread and wine. ‘ 

IL. That there is a transubstantiation or conversion of the 
See MURS ABS TBS ne RTS body and 


* Sess. 13. ¢. 4. 
+ Cap. 1. et Can, 1. Catech. Trid. par. 1. SS, 23 et 27. 
+ De Euchar. 1. 3. ¢. 23. L. 1. ¢. 3. SS. ex preestantioribus. 
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PART I. 


Tuat the eucharist is the very natural body and blood of 
Christ. Upon this first he largely discourses from the figures 
of it in Scripture, from the promise, the institution, and the 
use and end for which it serves. | 

He argues thus from the figures of it:* ‘“‘ That figures 
necessarily ought to be inferior to the things figured, therefore 
they are called a shadow, Col. ii. 17. But if the bread 
become not the true and proper body of Christ upon conse- 
cration, then the figuret would be often equal, and sometimes 
superior to the things figured, in their matter and aptness for 
signification. Of the former sort were the bread of Melchi- 
zedek, the shew-bread, the bread of the first-fruits, and of 
Elias. Of the latter sort are the lamb in the passover, the 
blood of the covenant, and manna, which several Fathers ac- 
knowledge to be figures of the eucharist. In the first of 
which, bread is equal to the bread in the eucharist: and in 
the last, a lamb and blood do much more clearly express the 
sacrifice of Christ than bread, if it be no other than bread in 
substance, and is only a signification of that sacrifice, and not 
the sacrifice itself.’ 

This is the sum of his argument, which includes these 
things :— 

1. That the bread and wine of Melchizedek, the shew- 
bread, the passover, &c. are figures of the eucharist. The 
arguments by which he endeavours to prove this, have been, in 
the chief instance, already considered.t 

2. That in the matter and aptness to signify, those figures 
are some of them equal, others superior to the bread and wine 
in the Lord’s supper. This is not altogether true. But sup- 

ose it, that there was for example, more in the paschal lamb, 
Both for the quality of the thing, and its aptness to signify, 
than there is in bread and wine, yet there might be reason 
for it. (1.) With respect to the temper of the Israelites, and 
the worship suited to them, which was gross and carnal; 
whereas in the Gospel the temper is supposed to be more in- 
genuous, and the worship is more spiritual. (2.) There was 
reason for it, as the paschall lamb was a type of what was to 
follow afar off: but the Lord’s supper is a memorial of what 


* SS..1. + C. 3. SS. ex Figuris. 
}{ Texts for the Sacrifice of the Mass, p.-384, &c. 
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clearly, revealed in all, t! its and, f 
eae ee ee ipoeed pk 


fruits, be catighgnicieypemt masini raed yet. that 
cacti fn former equal to the latter. in place: or offices 
for in them, the bread was. not sacramental, but here. it is 
sacramental. 

2, Again, sacraments themselves are to be estimated. aecord- 
jing to. their effects and virtue. And therefore, though we 
should allow, the paschal lamb in its nature and. a ted 
nify, to be superior to bread, yet it follows. not 
over would have been superior to the eucharist, if the tne boty 
and blood of Christ be not actually and satan eee? 
For without any such reason, the 
passover, as this immediately respected a tem) 
that a deliverance purely spiritual and itesirn 
ty of our Saviour’s, sacrifice ; that,a memorial of it. 
tl 


the “ sacraments.of the law did $5 meres et those 
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and. 
of opto the figure before the, thing: sgnTede 


miibepeinmes a ors 
“Se ra ee ting feed he 
rth in the sacrament be there ; 
waters of the Red Sea, and the rock, would be 
Christian. baptism, unless. the water of baptism be regenera- 
Thats: ite cA or Ballninegath, “those waters 
were figures of the sacrament of baptism.” 


* Bellarm, de effectu Sacram, 1. 2.0, 13, $8. 1 et 2. 
VOL. IX. 2B 
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second way to from Scripture,* that the 
ody and blood of Christ are money Hee Weeki 
Bellarmine calls a promise, contained i 

vi. 51, “The bread that I will give, is my flesh.” 

Here he undertakes two things :— 

1. To shew that this discourse of our Saviour belongs to 
the eucharist. 

2. To prove from thence that Christ's natural body and 


not be some to the eucharist in it, and that our Saviour 


other but the eating and drinking of it as contained under the 
ies of bread and wine in the eucharist? As for example, 
the meaning of ver. 53 is, “« Except ye eat the flesh of the 
‘Son of man, and drink his blood” in the eucharist, “ ye have 
no life in you.” This is what they affirm, and we deny. 
‘That the proper flesh and blood of Christ is here discoursed 
of, we deny not; but then we withal do hold, that by the 
flesh and bi of Christ is here understood the same as the 
‘bread, ver. 35, 48, 51: and by both Christ himself, who was 
to die for the world ; and so eating his flesh, and ing his 
blood, are the same with coming to him, or believing in 
ver. 35, 45, 47, 51. ‘Which though in a more especial manner 
it is in the eucharist (as Christ and his sufferings are therein 
more peculiarly represented), yet is to be out of the sacra- 
ee Ce ee eae 
id peculiarly thus belong to the eucharist, is a point not 
part themselves, as it is acknowl the 
cil of Trent} (where it'was long debated) and by 
‘mine.t SR NAA Re rab 8 
himself, as to affirm that <‘ all interpreters expound it of 
eucharist.” We shall consider his arguments, and leave his 
contradiction to himself. ¢ 
He argues from the above cited verse, “The bread that I 
will give is my flesh: where, saith he, “ if bread signifies 
* SS. II. + Sess. 21.¢. 1 
+ L. 1. c, 5, SS. Porro Catholici. C. 7, SS, Respondeo non 
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Christ as received by faith, without any relation to the 
mental species, it would not be in the future, I will give. 
Therefore our Lord promised his flesh, not absolutely, but as 
to be eaten in the last supper.””* 

To this I answer: 

If the word bread absolutely refers to the eucharist, and is 
to be taken literally,t then it would follow, that as truly as 
his flesh was flesh, his flesh should become bread; for it is 
said, “ The bread which I will hereafter give, is now my 
flesh;” which implies the conversion of flesh into bread, rather 
than what they hold, the conversion of bread into flesh. 

2. If it will follow that it must be understood absolutely of 
the sacramental species, because it is in the future, I will give; 
then it will follow by the like way of arguing, that it cannot 
be understood of the sacramental species, because it is also in 
the present, “I am that bread,” ver. 48. “Is my flesh,” 
yer. 51. ‘My flesh is meat,” ver. 55. And that it was thus 
with respect to the present, not only the Jews understood, but 
our Saviour grants to them, ver. 53, “ Except ye eat.” So 
ver. 56, 57, 58, 

3. From hence it therefore follows, that our Saviour is here 
not to be shales, understood of the sacramental species, but 
of that bread which might be eaten out of the eucharist as well 
as in it, at that present, as well as afterwards; and conse- 
quently that the eating of it is by faith. 

He arguest that the discourse thus to the eucharist, 
“from the words of the last supper, which bear a correspondence 
to this. Here it is (I give) by way of promise: there 
it is (is given) by way of perfc ice.” 

This he confesses is only a reels ent ;§ itis ushered 
in with a videatur, and is int of no force. For though we 
yield that the words, “I will give,” contain a promise, yet we 
differ from him, 

1, As to the time and case when this promise was performed. 
Bellarmine saith it was in the eucharist ; but if we consult the 
text, that tells us it was when he gave his flesh for the life of 
the world, which was on the cross. For so is that phrase “ to 
give his life,” and “ give himself,” always applied in Scripture 
to his death, and never to the eucharist: see John x. 11, 15. 
Se i, 4, and ii, 20. Ephes. vy. 2, 25. 1 Tim. ii, 6. 

it. ii, 14. 


* Arg. 1. + Answ. 1. t Arg. 2. § Answer, 
232 
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2. We as little agree in the sense of those words in the in- 
stitution, “ which is given for you.” Which, though spoken in 
the present at the last supper, manifestly refer to the future; 
and the sense of them is, which shall shortly be given for you. 
Of this see before, p. 171. 

It is further urged by Bellarmine and a late author,* that 
““the Jews contended, ver. 52, ‘ How can this man give us his 
flesh to eat?? And many of the disciples said, ver. 60, 
‘This is an hard saying.’ From whence it is evident, that 
both of them thought Christ propounded some new and 
wonderful thing to them; and understood him in a proper 
sense, and our Saviour did not correct this their opinion, but 
repeated it, ver. 53. But if it was to believe in Christ, who 
can think our Saviour would involve it in so many metaphors, 
when he used to explain parables, and when he as easily might 
have done it in the sacramentarian way, by telling them that no. 
more was meant but by believing in his death?+ But here he 
explained not himself, but only said, ‘ Will ye also go away ?” 
As if he had said, I have nothing more that I shall do, I have 
insinuated a mystery here is need of faith, and he that will 
not acquiesce in it, let him depart.”’ 

I answer : 

1. We grant that both the Jews and disciples thought 
that our Saviour spoke of somewhat wonderful and new ; for 
they conceived both alike, that he spake of the carnal eating of 
his body, ver. 52. But is it the more true, because they 
so thought? They thought that our Saviour affirmed that he 
came bpdily from heaven ver.41, 42. But what they thought 
was far from being true.t 

2. And whereas it is alleged, that our Saviour did not cor- 
rect their opinion. I answer: 

_ 1. He no more rectified their mistake about his bodily 
descent from heaven, than he is supposed to have rectified them 
" their opinion concerning the oral manducation of his body. 

or, 

- 2. Did he rectify their mistake concerning the carnal man- 
ducation of his body ;§ which the Church of Rome (whatever 
it held in the days of P. Nicholas) no more now allows than we 
do, that there is in the eucharist the carnal presence of his. 


* Arg. 3. | 
+ Transubstantiation defended, and proved from Scripture, p. 55. 
t Answer. -  § Decret. de Consecrat. dist. 2.'C. 
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body, which he might as easily have done, as what this late 

author calls “ the sacramentarian way.” 

ve it is further ale ae ee 
fin his ; that if this was figurative, ight as 
I answer; if he meant it in the Romish sense, he never did 

er ee eo eae pees Ry Sl ee 
drink his blood, under the species or forms of bread and 

wine, 


But our late author saith,* that “our Saviour proceeds to 
deliver this profound mystery to them, in more express words, 
jing a vehement asseveration to confirm the truth of it; ver, 
53, &c. Verily, verily, I say unto you, except ye eat the flesh,” 
&e. And yet, notwit these express words, it seems 
that not only the people, but the disciples were not aware of 
any such meaning: this, our author himself'a little after grants, 
who observes,+ “that after our Saviour had spoke thus to them, 
many of the disciples themselves, thinking that he meant that 
his body was to be eaten in a gross manner, like the Caper- 
naites, cried out, This is an hard saying.” So that he had better 
have used Bellarmine’s, ‘our Saviour insinuates,’ rather than 
ue of ‘ express words ;? which makes him so widely differ from 
imself. 

4. Ladd, that (besides the nature of the thing, and the inti- 
mations given all along by our Saviour) he ait es nase himself 
to his disciples, ver. 63, ‘It is the Spirit that quickeneth; the 
flesh, if it could be eaten, profiteth nothing,” that is, to quicken, 
(as Tertulliant Suro it.) “The words that I speak unto you, 
they are spirit, they are life :” which he said, to intimate to 
them, that these “things which he spake, were not carnal, but 
spiritual,’’§ as'an ancient expounds it : and so St. Peter under- 
stands it, ver. 68, 69, “Thou hast the words of eternal life. And 
we believe,” &c. Christ was the flesh and blood to be eaten, and 
belief in him was (as he understood) the eating of that flesh 
and blood. So that from the trivia) to the end of it, is not 
one word of eating flesh and drinking blood under the forms of 
bread and wine. And here our author is defective, who agrees 
with us, the “ words cannot be carnally understood,” ||but instead 


* Transubstantiation defended, p. 55, 56. 
t Thid. et p. 57. $ De Resurrect. Carn. c. 37. 


§ Athanas. Tnact. in Quicunque dixerit verbum, or whoever was the 
Author of it. 


|| Transnb. defended, p. 58. 
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“The distinction observed,* ver. 53, betwixt eating and drink- 
ing, betwixt flesh and blood, refers to the species of bread and 
wine in the eucharist, or else there would be no need of such 
distinction, since a perception by faith needs it not. And ver. 
55, ‘My flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink indeed,” 
‘ignit the distinct manner of eating his flesh, and drinking 
his which is utterly lost, if not in the sacramental forms 
of bread and wine.”” 

1, Meat and drink are the constituent parts of 

;, and go do aptly set forth Christ as the object of 
our faith ; for what meat and drink is to the body, that is he 
to the soul, faith ; and therefore we are said to be ‘* partakers 
of Christ,” + Heb. iii. 14. 

2. By the terms, flesh and blood, is set forth, 

(1) human nature which he assumed, usually in Serip- 
ture called flesh and blood, Matth. xvi. 27; and accordingly his 
incarnation is thus described, “ He also took part of the same’ 
flesh and blood, Heb. ii. 14. 

(2.) There is further thereby set forth his sufferings, suitable 
to the sacrifices under the law, in which there was a separate 
consideration of these two. And though besa: gees eee 
in the eucharist, yet had there been no such institution, there 
would hare. been, sepeen wenlictent for shay topipiea tea 
Saviour under this notion, and for faith thus to So, reepach Hit 

But methinks they of the Church of Rome sl be shy of 
arguing from this distinction of flesh and blood, and the dif- 
ferent manner of receiving them in the sacrament, that do by 
their doctrine of concomitancy make these two to be but one, 
and the flesh to be flesh and bi too, and also in the 
administration of it, deliver it but in one kind to the people. 
The irreconcileableness of which doctrine and to this 
discourse of our Saviour, made Cajetan and utterly to 

re at clan damamapeiarti® | 


Pia taad! ver. 49, Your Fathers did eat manna in the 
wilderness.§ This is the bread that cometh down from heaven, 
&c. Where the comparison is not between manna and the 
body of Christ, as taken only by faith, but as taken in the 
sacrament, as is evident from 1 Cor. x. 1, 2, 3, where the 


* Arg. 4. + Answer. + SS. Porro Catholici.  § Arg. 5. 
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waters of the Red Sea are compared to baptism, and manna to 
the eucharist.” 

Our Saviour doth not compare his body (which did not 
descend from heaven), but himself, to manna; ver. 33, “The 
bread of God is he which cometh down from heaven :” ver. 
54, 52, “ This is the bread which cometh down from heayen* 
ae ee See ig bee He was ager to the soul, 

what manna was corporeally to the bo iad ga ies tia 
stood by the Apostle, 1 Cor. x. 3, 4. ‘They did all eat the 
same spiritual meat, and did all drink the same spiritual ates 
for they drank of that spiritual Rock that followed them, and 
that Rock was Christ.” 

«The words (eating the flesh of Christ) cannot be taken figu- 
ratively,+ but properly, because always the proper signification 
is to be chosen, unless the contrary be evidently proved. And 
when our Saviour so often repeats it with the oath Amen, 
amen, it would be absurd that it should be taken figuratively ; 
for it is not lawful to confirm an assertion by an oath, unless 
the matter be clear and certain, so that it ects wrested to 
another sense; ne detur occasio perjurii, lest there be an occa- 
sion given of perjury. But flesh properly signifies flesh, and 
to eat signifies a corporeal action, by which meat is thrown 
into the stomach, but that is not by faith, and no where but in 
the eucharist.”* 

1, We mde of ts suleatias the proper sij ion is to 
be chosen,t when the contrary is not evident ; according 
to what ead by St. Austin. But then how shall we know 
whether the contrary be not evident? that we have the same 
Father guiding usin, whothus delivers himself:§ “Ifa saying 
be preceptive, either forbidding a wicked action, or commani 
what is good, it is not figurative : if it commands any wicke 
ness, or forbids what is Food, it is figurative ; as 

‘ Except ye eat the flesh of th Son of man, and drink his b 

ye have no life in ’ seems to command a heinous and 
wicked thing: and is therefore a figure enjoining us to com- 
areisatek te passion of our Lord, a to lay it up ina 
profitable remembrance, because his flesh was wounded and 
crucified for our sakes.” 

2. As to what he alleges from the terms Amen, amen, or 
Verily, verily, it is not probable that it was a form of swearing, 
when (1.) Our Saviour uses it so frequently, as five and twenty 


* Answer. + Arg. 6. 
$ Answer. § De Doctrin, Christ. 1. 3. c, 16. 
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times in this ‘Gospel ; and’ that as well'in matters of observation 


and and promise and declaration, ‘as Math, 
Mii 10, ole eerie so great ‘fuith?”” Matth. 
‘xviii. 13. So J , he that cometh not 
th dn i seek 2) a ‘it-as‘an 
‘argument why these understood literally, 


‘because corifirmed by eaetieh thn orig 


nae ciakeaa eo item 83 ‘Boob 


to 
4.51, * 
see heaven open, and 


man.” Chay a iii, 3, «Verily, ( a man be born 
in,” &c. So in this chap. ver. he 
i f in he 

“y' 


ome sd ¢, a8 toan oecasio junit 5 and that 
deere such a clear an deterininate ‘phrase,’ as 3s 
ile to be wrested to another sense. 


“eat the flesh, &c. “And as Nicolaas hen a aiaewetnenay 
the les here.’** 

Ei cis ae ut it ts 
are to be understood literally.”+ If so, then how ean it be 


‘stood, then Nicodemns was in the right, ver. 3, ‘Cana mah 
‘enter the second time into his mother’s womb, and be born ?”” 
2. If these words are allusively to be understood, and sig- 
nify a moral and spiritual birth (as is not denied), and that by 
them we are to interpret these, “except ye eat the flesh of the 
Son of man,” then we can no more understand these of oral 
sched pach than those of a natural birth; but as by 
the terms being ‘| again,” were signified. a moral and 
‘apititual bitth, so by the tebms'*Feating the ‘flesh? of Christ, 


* Arg. 7. + Answer. C. 9. SS. primum igitur. 
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op oes egpemegag bee rien ey aorta 
oy 

As for what Bellarmine urges from the absurdities that will 
follow, * if this discourse of our Saviour is not to be understood 
of the eucharist ; “they only serve to prove that our Saviour 
ante aay sacrament ;” but as they do not prove it, 

if they did, yet that alone, as I have shewed, belongs not 

to te ct in dats : bregreiee| 

pra shew the ah Christ's body in the eucharist 

‘this discourse of our Saviour. And to what has been 

Ire isan opment fom ver 62, “Doth 

this offend you? What and if ye shall see the Son of man 
‘ascend up where he was before ?” 

Of this, he saith, there is a double exposition, and from each 
of which he endeavours to prove it. 

“Our Saviour doth one wonder by another, more or 

equally wonderful ; as . ix. 2, John i. 51, iii, 8. And so 
he doth here in the instance of his ascension. But if our 
Saviour had not promised to give his true flesh in the sacra- 
ment, there had been no need to prove his power in the instance 
of his ascension.” 

T answer ; admitting this exposition, yet there is no foundas 
tion for his inference. 

For the instance to prove, must be equally, if not more 
wonderful than what it is brought to prove ; but that is not 
here; for the existence of Christ’s natural body and blood, 
under the forms of bread and wine, is far more wonderful than 
Christ’s ascension into heaven. The bodily ascension into 
heaven carries in it no cinta aia abies ae there have 
peer bee at it in Enoch and Elijah; but as to Christ’s 

body under the forms of bread and wine, it is what there is 
ao ing that doth, or can parallel, as the Roman, Catechism 


* ow Our Saviour reproves the incredulity of his disciples,§ and 
teacheth them, that they shall have a greater occasion of 
doubting in his absence. asd if they now doubt, what will 
they do-when he is gone into heaven, and his body will be far 
from them ; then how will ere believe the oy toe ra an 
in the eucharist? ihe it were by fait 
‘more easy to believe after his ascension, and our Lon bayer 


* Arg. 8. Expos. 1. 
+ Answer. 5 Expos. 2. 
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would not have said, What and if ye shall see the Son/of man 
Li where he was before ?” 

iy that if it was by faith,* it would be more easy to 
Ienareames the axccicets and that for what our Saviour said 
to Thomas, John xx. 29, “Because thou hast seen me, thou 
hast believed ; j, blessed are they which have not seen, and yet 


. I deny again that it in mare dificlt to believe Chris 
in the eucharist after his ascension than before; for it 
is equally diel to belie Christy toe. ontained 
under the forms of bread and wine, whether he be in heaven 
or earth, present or absent. It is as equally difficult to 
believe Christ to have a human body united to his soul, and 
another under the forms of bread and wine, and these to 
be one and the same body. 

3. I deny again, that "ners inti Tenet! rishod fe ht ek 
dating in hs eben that vilappa, by ems 


yer53, &e. (2.) That he should say, 
came down from heaven,” &c. ver. 58. Nowe putaraene 


returns a distinct answer ; ‘according as it is usual 
in Scripture) with the last first. To which he answers, ver, 
61, 62, “ Doth this offend ? What and if ye shall see 


the words of a late author of theirs) hs if he have 
said,t If you do not yet believe that the Son of man came 
bot a) red ee iar aoboching and ere eS 
you will be more ready to believe that it was really God who 
came down, took flesh and dwelt amongst you.” 

As to the second, he answers, yer. 63, “ It is the spirit that 
quickeneth ; the flesh profiteth nothing: the words that I 
speak unto you, they are spirit, and they are life.” What he 
hind taught them all along, of coming to him, and believing in 
rie the way and means to eternal life; so ver. 35, 40, 
The third head of arguments,t to e that the very body 
and blood of Christ are substantially in the euchars, 38 taken 
from the words of institution, “ This is my body.” 

* Answer. + Transub. defended, p. 57.0 + 8S, 11, 
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Here Bellarmine saith, from the Council of Trent,* that the 
Catholic Church doth teach, that these words are to be taken 
simply and properly, and then gives this sense of them thus: 
This, which 38 contained. t these species of bread and 
oe ag properly my very true and natural body.” 

roo! 
undertakes to shew, that “it is not probable our Lord 
would speak figuratiyely,+ whether we consider the matter, a 
sacrament, &e, the persons to whom he spake, the Apostles ; 
the place and time.” t 

For the matter, he saith, it is “a sacrament, a will, a cove- 

nant, a law, a doctrine, all which do require a proper and not 


a Sigurtive speech. 
jut though this holds precisely in none obilia instenensget 
in none doth it fail more than the first, and indeed the chiefest 
of them ; and that whether we consider the nature of a sacra- 
ment, or the instances of it. The nature of it is mystical and 
representative, and so mystical expressions do become, and 
bear a correspondence to the nature of the thing. And accord- 
ingly we dind 3 fo. fle sane capaho enere 
sym ical cases. Thus it was in the sacraments of the law, 
circumcision, and the passover. In the former of these, cir- 
cumcision is called the covenant, Gen. xvii. 10, 13, which was 
but a token of the covenant, ver. 11, and Rom. iv. 11. In 
the latter, the lamb is called the Passover, which it was the 
sign and representation of. Thus they are said to kill, to 
sacrifice, to roast, to eat the passover, Exod. xii. 21. Deut. xvi. 
2, 7. Matth. xxvi. 17. Thusit is also in the Christian sacra~ 
ment of baptism, which is called, Tit. iii. 5, ‘ the washing of 
regeneration ;” and we are said to be “ born of water,” John 
iii, 5; to be “ buried with Christ by baptism,” Rom. vi. 4. 
Nay, let us come to this very sacrament in dispute, and 
themselves must, and do acknowledge several things to be 
figuratively spoken, when ‘‘ this,” in Bellarmine’s way of 
exposition, is what is contained under the forms of bread 
wine:§ “broken,” that is, by the breaking the accidents 
of bread :|| “cup,” that is, the wine in the cup: “bread,” 
after consecration, that is, what was once bread. Now, if 
Bellarmine’s argument be good, that ‘a sacrament requires a 


* C.8..8S. Cum his. Coneil. Trid. Sess. 13. c. 1. 
+ Arg. 1. $C.9. § C. 2. SS. Sed existit. 
|] C.TL. SS, Octavum Argumentum, 
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and he begins ‘with the ghana a which, phatase 


But here he is ‘out_in his grammar.t Were the adjective 
immediately connected to the substantive, as it is ver. 26, prov 
rovrov, “this bread,” or as a late adversary would read it for 
cridinenegensap sedate eth dproc, then it ors te 
as he saith, false grammar; but though éproc, bread, 
antecedent to rovro, ‘yet neither is our Saviour, or the Evan- 
Raa we in following them in it. 
‘That a opt ae ane “bread,” ‘not ‘only the 
reason ‘the thing,’ the order’ grammar require ‘because 
itis the same that he saith “this” of, that he ree ** took, 
and blessed, and gave”), but also’ that the 1 afterward, 
immediately connects them , 1 Cor. xi. 26, * As often 
as ye-edt this-bread ;” where the “this bread” as m 
to the bread, as the “ this cup” to the cup before spoken of. 

And that it is agreeable to the rules of gratnmar, I shall 
tmake'appear by these observations. 

1. As it is ordinary in Latin and Greek, when the substan- 
tive is understood, or the antecedent isa sentence going before, 
to put the relative (whatever gender the substantive is of) in the 
neuterigender, as John vi. 61, rodro, * Doth this offend re 
that is, Christ's coming from heaven; so here ‘ver. 24, 25, 
robro, “this doth” that is, take and eat. 


2. When the substantive Wy ing’ to the 
is not immediately repeated with the adjective, the ive 
be in the neuter , as Gen. ii. 13, rovro dorotv, 


this is bone,” where the word yus) “woman” is the ante- 
cedent. 

8. It is common again in Greek and Latin, to put the 
relative in the same gender with the consequent, as in the 


* Arg. 2. + C..10..S8. Porro. ‘ 
+ Answer, § Transub. defended, Introduct. 
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Fae pager ose eel the vulgar Latin reads 


consequent substantive be 50, ws Bue ¥.5, abr) i) penn 


Now it happens that there is none of these but what. is 
applicable to our case. For, (1.) The antecedent may be the 
sentence going before, and the eat and the breaking, ivi 
taking, eating, ee heed of Christ by 
the lamb, the taking, Iressing, and ponies is said sate 
the Lord’s Recep ered xii. 11. And the hair, the weigh- 

ing, burning, smiting, and seatteringit, is said to be Jerusalem, 
Eek. y, 5. (2) the substantive is, not repeated with, nor 
immediately connected to the adjective. (3.) And the noun, 
consequent to roiro, this, is copa of the neuter gender; and 
consequently in. all points, nothing more het and gram- 
tmaatical. 

He argues further, “The word ¢his cannot refer to the word 
body (as many of their own authors hold), because the con-, 
version of the substance of the bread into the substance: of 
Christ’s body is not accomplished till the words this is my 
body, are pronounced ; Lagat to say the word this (which im- 
plies somewhat present) tefers to Bod | is to make that to be 
there which is not there; which is abaar ts saith i 
and it would be to say, This body is my body,t+ which, saith 
another, is ridiculous. 

Lastly, He contends, that by the word ¢his is meant, “ what 
is contained under the species of bread.”t Here those that, 
were of the last opinion, are eyen with him, and say, this 
account of the word ¢his, is full of absurdities. For what is 
contained under the species or accidents of bread, must refer 
to the bread, or the body, or the species, Not to the bread,, 
for that is to go over to the Protestants, Not to the body, for 
that (as we have heard) isto make that present which 1s not, 
yet present. Not tothe species; for till the bread be 
Titolthe body, the species are in the substance of the bread, 
and one with i it; a besides, Bellarmine himself saith, that 
the sense is not, that ‘these species are the bod; Tis teloe But 


here we meet with a +, who tells us that itis “ 

Now it would be wi knowing what is the Aare: to 
* De Cena Dom, ‘Transub. defended, p. 27. 
+ SS. Est igitur. 5 Thid. SS. Thomas. 


il Transub. defended, p. 26. 
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is as false as rovro dproc 

knowing what “this thing” is, that is neither bread, nor body, 
nor accidents. Here again we have our guide at hand to 
direct us: “ This,” saith he, “ is a pronoun demonstrative,* that 


substance, 
ever it is, It being a ridie demonstrate that by 
the demonstrative this, which is not demonstrated by it. 1 
this purpose the Jesuit Maldonat.¢ 

2. I would aa ef tna! Sui es ea Es 
expresses nothing of a determinate nature, i 
Boutin ofthe mo nature with the robjet tan, aa ie saith it 
is, if understood in the sense of his lies. § 

Next, Bellarmine argues from the word is, which he saith, 
“in this place signifies is, for that is the most simple and 
common signi insomuch as all other words are resolved 
into this, and this is to be resolved into none.” 

1. But Bellarmine himself soon recalls this, granting, that 
where signs are concerned, the word ‘is is to be explained] by 
signifies. 

2d fom aoe hand, that as often as the verb is 
joins things of diverse natures together,** we must necessaril; 

ive recourse to a figure and a trope according to nbat Fee 
logic, dis im de disparato non proprie predicatur. 

3. Bread and the body of Christ are things of different 
natures; and therefore, if in the Prope os “Tae ay. 
body,” body is meant of the proper body of Christ, and the 
word this refers to bread (as I have shewed it does), 
then the word is must be interpreted by the word signifies, or 

its. And this is not only true in common forms of 
speech, as ¢his is Caesar, this is my will, my hand, sd seal 
where it is not Cesar, but his picture: not the will, but the 

* Ibid. p. 27. + De Euchar. tom. 1, p. 216. 

‘Explicatione. 


Answer. ¢ 
§ P34. {| Answer. { SS. Dices in 
** Salmeron, tom. 9. Tract. 20 p. 138. 
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legacy ; not the hand, butithe-writing ; not the seal, but the 
impression: but it is also usual in Scrij as “The seed is 
the word,” Luke viii. 11. “I am door,” John x. 7. 
«« This is the blood of the men,” 2 Sam. xxiii. 17. And inthe 
dnstances before given, “ This is the Lord’s passoyer ;” “This is 
Jerusalem.” Of this see before, p. 189. 

The last head of arguments to prove the truth of Christ's 
proper body to be truly in the aticiarit ae Giken tom the 
use of it. Here Bellarmine argues from the consecration, 
the fraction, the communication, and the guilt by unworthy 
participation. 

He est from 1 Cor. x. 16, “ The cup of blessing, which 
(saith he) signifies consecration to be necessary; but there is 
no need of consecration, if it be a figure, for then a declaration 
of his will would be sufficient.” 

1, Their blessing is not their consecration.§ For conse- 
cration with them is the use of the words of conversion (so 
called by them), “This is my body.” But our Saviour blessed, 
a ae, and eave io gl he said, “ cake eats this is my 

‘ if blessing be consecratin; en. consecrating 
WHEE Be Whit i’ wor buts figcre. ‘a 

2. It is a figure, if there be no substantial change ; but 
consecration may be where there is no substantial change; 
and consequently may be where there is a figure. For else 
baptism must not be baptism, nor chrism in their confirmation 
a, after consecration, where they own is no substantial 
Fraction, he saith, “is immolation.” || 

But of that see before, p. 17. 

He saith, “The bread broken, being the communication of 
the body of Christ, implies it, and which is further confirmed 
by the comparison bavixt the eucharist and heathenish 
sacrifices.”** 

Of this see before, p. 214.4+ 

It is said, 1 Cor. xi. 27, “‘ Whosoever shall eat this bread, 
and drink this cup of the Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of 
the body and blood of the Lord, which implies the presence of 
his proper body and blood.” tt 

1 The fores of this ment lies in this, that no contem) 
can be offeyed to Christ, but where he is personally and bodily 

* ss. IV. + Cap. 12 et 13. $ Arg. 1. § Answer. 
| Age 2 Answer. #* Arg. 3. tt Answer 
tt Arg. 4. 


